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Executive	  Summary	  
	  
The	  CGIAR	  Research	  Program	  on	  Climate	  Change,	  Agriculture	  and	  Food	  Security	  (CCAFS)	  is	  a	  strategic	  
research	  partnership	  between	  CGIAR	  and	  Future	  Earth,	  the	  goal	  of	  which	  is	  to	  promote	  a	  food-­‐secure	  
world	  through	  the	  provision	  of	  science-­‐based	  efforts	  that	  address	  food	  security,	  adaptation	  to	  climate	  
change,	  and	  mitigation	  of	  climate	  change.	  
This	  report	  assesses	  nine	  CCAFS	  tools/datasets	  in	  terms	  of	  who	  is	  using	  them	  and	  for	  what	  purposes,	  
and	  explores	  whether	  and	  how	  the	  use	  of	  CCAFS	  data	  and	  tools	  has	  contributed	  to	  outcomes,	  in	  
particular	  to	  changes	  in	  knowledge,	  attitude	  or	  skills,	  as	  well	  as	  potential	  changes	  in	  behaviour	  and	  
practice	  among	  different	  user	  groups,	  where	  possible.	  The	  assessment	  integrates	  data	  from	  a	  desk	  
review	  of	  program	  documents	  provided	  by	  CIAT	  and	  gleaned	  from	  other	  sources,	  an	  extensive	  review	  of	  
the	  CCAFS	  website,	  landing	  pages	  and	  links,	  and	  those	  for	  each	  of	  the	  tools	  (including	  actual	  testing/use,	  
where	  feasible),	  and	  perceptions	  from	  stakeholder	  interviews.	  Over	  83	  interviews	  were	  conducted	  with	  
stakeholders	  identified	  through	  registration-­‐and	  survey-­‐type	  data	  collection	  efforts	  associated	  with	  
accessing	  CCAFS	  tools/datasets	  or	  attending	  workshops	  on	  certain	  CCAFS	  tools	  (e.g.,	  Future	  Scenarios,	  
Climate	  Analogues).	  Interviews	  were	  organized	  around	  each	  of	  the	  tools,	  with	  user	  names	  and	  email	  
addresses	  for	  each	  tool	  provided	  by	  CIAT.	  Additionally,	  a	  short	  survey	  questionnaire	  was	  provided	  to	  
additional	  stakeholders	  whose	  names	  were	  selected	  from	  the	  user	  lists	  mentioned	  above,	  in	  part	  to	  
increase	  the	  sample	  size	  for	  respondents	  (i.e.,	  there	  was	  a	  very	  low	  response	  rate	  to	  requests	  for	  
stakeholder	  interviews).	  	  
There	  was	  general	  consensus	  that	  CCAFS’s	  tools/datasets	  are	  relevant	  and	  useful	  to	  stakeholders.	  All	  
nine	  tools	  were	  rated	  as	  excellent	  or	  good,	  and	  none	  reported	  as	  poor.	  They	  were	  also	  generally	  
considered	  to	  be	  of	  relevance	  to	  decision-­‐makers,	  though	  some	  stakeholders	  perceived	  them	  to	  be	  
underutilized	  by	  decision-­‐makers,	  at	  least	  for	  those	  tools	  they	  were	  familiar	  with.	  	  	  	  
Lessons	  learned	  
Taken	  together,	  the	  individual	  CCAFS	  tools	  and	  datasets	  selected	  for	  review	  under	  this	  assessment	  
attempt	  to	  work	  together	  to	  inform	  and	  effect	  change	  at	  multiple	  scales	  and	  institutional	  levels,	  from	  
field-­‐level	  interventions	  to	  national	  and	  regional	  policy	  processes.	  Each	  of	  these	  “tools”	  represents	  to	  
some	  extent	  a	  “program”	  (e.g.,	  Future	  Scenarios,	  Baselines)	  that	  could	  be	  the	  subject	  of	  a	  discrete	  and	  
focused	  evaluation.	  Due	  in	  part	  to	  several	  challenges	  encountered	  during	  the	  review	  process,	  this	  study	  
serves	  as	  more	  of	  a	  general	  review	  of	  a	  complex	  and	  adaptive	  spectrum	  of	  tools,	  data,	  and	  processes	  
than	  an	  in-­‐depth	  evaluation.	  This	  review	  has	  identified	  a	  number	  of	  lessons	  learned	  that	  should	  be	  
considered	  for	  Phase	  II	  –	  or	  other	  future	  research	  activities	  –	  in	  order	  to	  further	  enhance	  impact.	  	  
v Although	  it	  was	  made	  explicit	  that	  the	  evaluation	  was	  focused	  on	  Phase	  I,	  prior	  to	  development	  
of	  a	  CCAFS	  Theory	  of	  Change	  (TOC),	  lack	  of	  a	  TOC	  made	  it	  somewhat	  challenging	  to	  assess	  
outcomes	  and	  potential	  impacts.	  It	  was	  not	  very	  clear	  what	  the	  strategic	  thinking	  had	  been	  for	  
each	  of	  the	  tools	  being	  assessed,	  as	  only	  limited	  –	  and	  somewhat	  disparate	  –	  internal	  
documents	  were	  provided	  by	  CIAT	  (e.g.,	  program	  concept	  notes,	  business/activity	  plans,	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logframes).	  Thus,	  it	  was	  extremely	  difficult	  to	  identify	  exactly	  where	  and	  how	  most	  of	  the	  tools	  
being	  evaluated	  fit	  into	  the	  overall	  CCAFS	  program	  strategy.	  What	  was	  the	  strategic	  logic	  that	  
resulted	  in	  development	  of	  each	  tool	  and	  how	  does	  the	  tool	  –	  and	  its	  use	  by	  a	  target	  group	  –	  
contribute	  to	  CCAFS’s	  overarching	  goals?	  For	  example,	  there	  are	  many	  climate	  models/datasets	  
available	  online,	  what	  was	  the	  strategic	  need	  for	  developing	  additional	  ones,	  i.e.,	  what	  specific	  
niche	  does	  MarkSim	  fill,	  especially	  if	  DSSAT	  users	  can	  get	  DSSAT-­‐ready	  files	  from	  other	  sources?	  
This	  was	  easier	  to	  determine	  for	  some	  tools	  than	  others	  but	  there	  remained,	  overall,	  a	  lack	  of	  
documentation	  describing	  the	  “global	  thinking”	  that	  traced	  the	  linkages	  and	  pathways	  between	  
each	  tool	  and	  CCAFS	  goals.	  For	  example,	  it	  was	  not	  entirely	  obvious	  from	  which	  of	  the	  four	  
themes	  each	  tool	  derived	  and	  why.	  This	  information	  may	  exist,	  in	  fact	  we	  assume	  it	  likely	  does,	  
but	  the	  evaluation	  team	  did	  not	  have	  access	  to	  it.	  
v For	  many	  users,	  the	  time	  lapse	  between	  their	  use	  of	  a	  tool	  and	  this	  assessment	  meant	  they	  had	  
difficulty	  recalling	  the	  specifics	  of	  their	  involvement.	  In	  particular,	  stakeholders	  engaged	  in	  the	  
early	  Future	  Scenarios	  workshops	  in	  East	  Africa,	  for	  example,	  were	  looking	  back	  to	  2011.	  
Likewise,	  some	  users	  of	  the	  more	  “technical”	  tools	  (e.g.,	  AgTrials,	  climate	  models)	  had	  used	  
them	  once	  or	  twice	  years	  ago	  and	  never	  returned.	  Some	  of	  these	  users	  declined	  to	  be	  
interviewed,	  while	  others	  were	  happy	  to	  contribute,	  even	  if	  somewhat	  limited	  in	  their	  recall.	  
v The	  process	  for	  obtaining	  data	  from	  within	  the	  CG	  system	  was	  chaotic	  and	  disorganized.	  Data	  
came	  from	  various	  individuals	  with	  no	  single	  oversight	  entity	  or	  contact	  person,	  nor	  “directory”,	  
to	  guide	  our	  requests.	  Multiple	  emails	  –	  with	  multiple	  and	  a	  seemingly	  ever-­‐changing	  cohort	  of	  
individuals	  –	  were	  required	  to	  solicit	  specific	  data.	  Data	  for	  the	  same	  tool	  often	  came	  from	  
different	  individuals,	  depending	  on	  the	  type	  of	  data	  and	  the	  web	  address	  (e.g.,	  
www.ccafs.cgiar.org,	  www.ccafs-­‐cgiar.org).	  For	  example,	  data	  on	  downloads	  of	  specific	  baseline	  
tools	  were	  provided	  through	  one	  individual	  at	  one	  CG	  location	  while	  website	  statistics	  for	  the	  
same	  tools	  were	  provided	  by	  another	  individual	  at	  a	  different	  CG	  location.	  Those	  individuals	  
with	  whom	  the	  evaluation	  team	  eventually	  corresponded	  regarding	  data	  were	  extremely	  helpful	  
and	  forthcoming	  with	  requested	  data.	  However,	  there	  needs	  to	  be	  a	  more	  straightforward	  and	  
streamlined	  process	  for	  “finding”	  those	  individuals	  and	  for	  integrating	  data	  from	  various	  sources	  
within	  the	  CG	  system.	  	  	  
The	  Google	  Analytics	  data	  provided	  by	  CIAT	  was	  inconsistent	  in	  presentation.	  In	  some	  analyses,	  
the	  number	  of	  visits	  was	  reported	  while	  other	  analyses	  provided	  the	  number	  of	  sessions	  and	  
users.	  No	  definitions	  were	  provided	  for	  sessions,	  visits	  or	  users.	  Some	  analyses	  included	  the	  
language	  in	  which	  the	  sessions	  had	  occurred	  (providing	  some	  sense	  of	  location)	  while	  other	  
analyses	  presented	  the	  geolocation	  (i.e.,	  country)	  of	  sessions.	  Data	  were	  presented	  for	  different	  
time	  spans	  during	  the	  same	  year	  (e.g.,	  January	  –	  June,	  January	  –	  August)	  and	  some	  tools	  lacked	  
data	  for	  parts	  of	  a	  year.	  Together,	  this	  makes	  any	  comparison	  difficult	  at	  best,	  and	  in	  some	  cases	  
impossible.	  	  
v Overall,	  there	  was	  a	  general	  lack	  of	  knowledge	  about	  many	  of	  the	  CCAFS	  tools/datasets	  among	  
users.	  Perhaps	  not	  surprisingly,	  many	  users	  focus	  only	  on	  those	  tools	  most	  relevant	  to	  their	  area	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of	  expertise.	  However,	  there	  is	  fairly	  limited	  awareness	  –	  and	  even	  less	  use	  –	  of	  many	  tools	  at	  
CCAFS	  sites	  themselves.	  At	  some	  sites,	  activities	  are	  just	  getting	  underway	  and	  there	  has	  not	  yet	  
been	  the	  opportunity	  for	  partners	  to	  explore	  certain	  tools.	  This	  should	  change	  over	  time,	  
although	  some	  tools	  simply	  remain	  less	  well-­‐known	  than	  others.	  This	  may	  be	  due	  both	  to	  a	  
general	  need	  for	  more	  promotion	  of	  CCAFS	  tools/datasets	  and/or	  staff	  turnover	  among	  
partners,	  where	  knowledge	  is	  simply	  lost	  as	  individuals	  change	  jobs.	  	  
Recommendations	  
Based	  on	  this	  review,	  five	  recommendations	  are	  proposed	  for	  consideration	  by	  CIAT	  for	  improving	  the	  
effectiveness,	  efficiency	  and	  ultimately,	  the	  impact	  of	  CCAFS	  tools/datasets.	  
v For	  those	  tools	  CCAFS	  identifies	  as	  having	  policy	  implications,	  more	  emphasis	  should	  be	  placed	  
on	  the	  complete	  policy	  cycle	  in	  order	  to	  strengthen	  research-­‐policy	  linkages.	  How	  do	  crop	  
modeling	  results	  generated	  through	  CCAFS	  tools	  link	  to	  decision-­‐makers	  (e.g.,	  which	  decision-­‐
makers,	  for	  what	  types	  of	  decisions)?	  In	  particular,	  thought	  needs	  to	  be	  given	  to	  how	  the	  
research-­‐policy	  links	  can	  be	  strengthened	  within	  the	  CG	  system,	  which	  is	  where	  many	  tools	  are	  
currently	  most	  relevant.	  Certain	  tools	  (e.g.,	  Future	  Scenarios)	  are	  promoted	  directly	  to	  high	  level	  
decision-­‐makers.	  How	  can	  this	  strategy	  be	  adapted	  for	  other	  CCAFS	  tools	  to	  more	  directly	  link	  to	  
the	  policy	  decision-­‐making	  process?	  
v Put	  into	  place	  a	  monitoring	  and	  evaluation	  system	  that	  will	  enable	  CIAT	  to	  determine	  the	  policy	  
impact	  of	  relevant	  CCAFS	  tools/datasets.	  Not	  all	  tools	  may	  be	  amenable	  to	  tracking	  through	  an	  
M&E	  system	  (e.g.,	  Hotspot	  mapping	  report,	  Working	  Paper	  No.	  23),	  but	  improvements	  to	  
tracking	  who	  is	  using	  CCAFS	  tools/datasets	  are	  possible.	  The	  M&E	  system	  should	  include	  
identification	  of	  targeted	  users,	  some	  sort	  of	  baseline	  assessment,	  and	  indicators	  that	  can	  be	  
tracked	  and	  that	  are	  consistent	  with	  a	  TOC	  that	  describes	  the	  pathways	  of	  change	  from	  inputs	  
through	  outputs,	  outcomes	  and	  impacts.	  
v Develop	  a	  more	  organized	  system	  for	  collecting	  and	  disseminating	  data	  important	  to	  tracking	  
users	  of	  CCAFS	  tools/datasets.	  CIAT	  already	  does	  significant	  tracking	  of	  users	  on	  at	  least	  certain	  
tools.	  Given	  CCAFS	  stated	  M&E	  goals	  of	  a	  user-­‐	  and	  utilization-­‐focused	  system	  (Schuetz	  et	  al.	  
2014),	  the	  existing	  tracking	  system	  needs	  to	  be	  expanded	  and/or	  adapted	  to	  other	  tools	  of	  
interest,	  based	  on	  a	  well-­‐developed	  TOC	  and	  identification	  of	  indicators	  for	  measuring	  success.	  
For	  example,	  the	  type	  of	  user	  data	  currently	  collected	  for	  the	  gender	  guide	  does	  not	  allow	  for	  
tracking	  users,	  how	  the	  guide	  is	  used,	  or	  assessing	  its	  impact.	  The	  recent	  publication	  of	  the	  
gender	  toolkit	  presents	  an	  opportunity	  to	  collect	  this	  type	  of	  information	  from	  individuals	  who	  
download	  the	  document,	  if	  registration	  were	  required.	  Additionally,	  more	  standardized	  and	  
defined	  lists	  of	  response	  options	  in	  the	  registration	  process	  (e.g.,	  academic	  versus	  research)	  or	  
prompts	  for	  certain	  information	  (e.g.,	  enter	  a	  full	  name	  rather	  than	  acronym;	  ‘University	  of	  
Washington’	  rather	  than	  ‘UW’)	  could	  generate	  more	  informative	  data	  on	  users.	  
Better	  organization	  and	  documentation	  of	  what	  data	  are	  collected,	  how	  they	  are	  collected	  (i.e.,	  
more	  consistency	  across	  tools,	  e.g.,	  visitors	  versus	  sessions),	  where	  it	  is	  archived,	  and	  how	  to	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access	  it	  would	  greatly	  facilitate	  CIAT’s	  ability	  to	  track	  progress	  and	  generate	  reports.	  The	  skills	  
obviously	  exist	  within	  CIAT	  already	  and	  could	  easily	  be	  tasked	  with	  developing	  improved	  
systems	  for	  data	  collection	  and	  tracking	  users.	  	  
v Support	  user	  networks	  and	  promote	  multi-­‐site	  learning	  to	  build	  capacity	  and	  increase	  
connections	  with	  and	  among	  users.	  Developing	  an	  online	  network	  of	  users	  of	  CCAFS	  
tools/datasets	  could	  foster	  exchange	  among	  researchers	  and	  practitioners	  and	  help	  promote	  
CCAFS	  products.	  For	  example,	  the	  gender	  and	  climate	  change	  manual	  presents	  clear	  and	  
relevant	  guidance	  for	  participatory	  research	  linking	  gender	  to	  climate	  change,	  agriculture,	  and	  
food	  security.	  CCAFS	  should	  consider	  how	  existing	  gender-­‐oriented	  online	  web	  pages	  (gender	  
research,	  blog	  stories)	  could	  be	  used	  to	  facilitate	  a	  network	  of	  researchers	  who	  have	  used	  the	  
resource	  in	  the	  field,	  similar	  to	  the	  “Lessons	  learned”	  shared	  through	  the	  CCAFS	  gender	  and	  
equity	  blog	  (Chaudhury	  2012).	  Furthermore,	  CCAFS	  should	  consider	  other	  opportunities	  to	  
provide	  further	  training	  specifically	  to	  build	  the	  capacity	  of	  local	  users	  to	  access	  and	  utilize	  
CCAFS	  products.	  
v Increase	  access	  to	  online	  resources	  throughout	  the	  CG	  system	  (particularly	  at	  the	  field	  level)	  and	  
among	  partner	  organizations.	  Interviews	  suggest	  that	  data	  and	  materials	  are	  underutilized	  both	  
within	  and	  outside	  of	  the	  CG	  system	  and	  that	  opportunity	  exists	  to	  promote	  and	  increase	  access	  
to	  many	  CCAFS	  tools/datasets	  (e.g.,	  gender	  manual,	  MarkSimGCM,	  Hotspot	  mapping	  report,	  
Working	  Paper	  No.	  23).	  In	  particular,	  user	  manuals/guides,	  supplementary	  materials	  (e.g.,	  
research	  protocols,	  background	  documentation),	  and	  source	  codes,	  are	  in	  high	  demand	  across	  
many	  tools.	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I.	  Introduction	  
	  
The	  CGIAR	  Research	  Program	  on	  Climate	  Change,	  Agriculture	  and	  Food	  Security	  (CCAFS)	  is	  a	  strategic	  
research	  partnership	  between	  CGIAR	  and	  Future	  Earth,	  the	  goal	  of	  which	  is	  to	  promote	  a	  food-­‐secure	  
world	  through	  the	  provision	  of	  science-­‐based	  efforts	  that	  address	  food	  security,	  adaptation	  to	  climate	  
change,	  and	  mitigation	  of	  climate	  change.	  The	  primary	  objectives	  of	  the	  CCAFS	  program	  are:	  
v To	  develop	  and	  test	  pro-­‐poor	  adaptation	  and	  mitigation	  technologies,	  practices	  and	  systems.	  	  
v To	  provide	  diagnosis	  and	  analysis	  that	  will	  ensure	  cost	  effective	  investments,	  the	  inclusion	  of	  
agriculture	  in	  climate	  change	  policies,	  and	  the	  inclusion	  of	  climate	  issues	  in	  agricultural	  policies	  
from	  sub-­‐national	  to	  global	  levels	  in	  order	  to	  benefit	  of	  the	  poor.	  
Led	  by	  the	  International	  Center	  for	  Tropical	  Agriculture	  (CIAT),	  the	  CCAFS	  program	  focuses	  on	  
contributing	  to	  development	  outcomes	  through	  strategic	  partnerships,	  capacity	  building,	  
communication,	  open	  access	  data,	  real	  time	  monitoring	  and	  evaluation,	  and	  a	  strong	  focus	  on	  gender.	  
Phase	  I	  (2011-­‐2014)	  is	  organized	  around	  four	  themes:	  
• Theme	  1:	  Adaptation	  to	  Progressive	  Climate	  Change	  
• Theme	  2:	  Managing	  Climate	  Risk	  
• Theme	  3:	  Pro-­‐poor	  Mitigation	  
• Theme	  4:	  Integration	  for	  Decision	  Making	  
CCAFS	  research	  themes	  and	  regions,	  associated	  CGIAR	  centers,	  and	  partners,	  have	  been	  generating	  
large	  amounts	  of	  data	  of	  many	  different	  types,	  including	  climate	  data,	  agricultural	  trial	  data,	  socio-­‐
economic	  data,	  interactive	  mapping	  applications,	  and	  toolkits	  of	  adaptation	  and	  mitigation	  options.	  
These	  data	  are	  stored	  and/or	  hosted	  on	  several	  different	  platforms,	  including	  but	  not	  limited	  to:	  	  
• Adaptation	  and	  Mitigation	  Knowledge	  Network	  (www.amkn.org);	  	  
• CCAFS	  climate	  portal	  (www.ccafs-­‐climate.org);	  	  
• Agtrials	  portal	  (www.agtrials.org);	  
• CCAFS	  Dataverse	  (http://thedata.harvard.edu/dvn/dv/CCAFSbaseline);	  and	  	  
• CCAFS	  website	  (www.ccafs.cgiar.org).	  	  
Data	  and	  tools	  development	  within	  CCAFS	  has	  been	  conducted	  throughout	  all	  research	  themes,	  with	  
most	  emphasis	  from	  2011	  forward	  on	  Theme	  1	  (Long-­‐term	  adaptation)	  and	  Theme	  4	  (Integration	  for	  
decision	  making).	  
This	  evaluation	  assesses	  CCAFS’s	  work	  on	  data	  and	  tools	  in	  terms	  of	  who	  is	  using	  the	  data	  and	  tools	  
developed	  by	  CCAFS	  and	  its	  partners,	  and	  for	  what	  purposes,	  as	  described	  in	  the	  TOR	  (Annex	  A).	  The	  
evaluation	  explores	  whether	  and	  how	  the	  use	  of	  CCAFS	  data	  and	  tools	  has	  contributed	  to	  outcomes,	  in	  
particular	  to	  changes	  in	  knowledge,	  attitude	  or	  skills,	  as	  well	  as	  potential	  changes	  in	  behaviour	  and	  
practice	  among	  different	  user	  groups,	  where	  possible.	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The	  report	  is	  structured	  as	  follows:	  The	  first	  section	  provides	  brief	  background	  information	  on	  the	  CCAFS	  
program	  and	  each	  of	  the	  tools	  (Section	  II),	  followed	  by	  a	  section	  on	  the	  methodology	  used	  to	  conduct	  
the	  evaluation.	  Section	  IV	  summarizes	  the	  main	  findings	  for	  each	  of	  the	  tools.	  Section	  V	  presents	  
stakeholder	  perspectives	  from	  a	  Survey	  Monkey	  questionnaire.	  Sections	  VI	  and	  VII	  include	  lessons	  
learned	  and	  recommendations,	  respectively.	  
II.	  Program	  Background	  
	  
The	  CCAFS	  program	  falls	  under	  the	  CGIAR’s	  Strategy	  and	  Results	  Framework	  in	  terms	  of	  overarching	  
outcomes	  expected	  from	  all	  CGIAR	  research.	  Key	  outputs	  of	  the	  CCAFS	  program	  include	  “assessment	  
tools	  to	  evaluate	  the	  likely	  impacts	  of	  different	  research	  and	  development	  approaches,	  building	  on	  
previous	  integrated	  assessment	  work	  at	  many	  different	  institutions	  and	  integrating	  different	  
components	  in	  novel	  ways.”1	  This	  section	  reports	  on	  each	  of	  the	  nine	  tools	  examined	  as	  part	  of	  this	  
review	  and	  includes	  analysis	  of	  various	  types	  of	  data	  provided	  by	  CIAT	  and	  other	  CG	  institutions,	  one-­‐on-­‐
one	  interviews	  with	  users	  identified	  as	  having	  used	  a	  specific	  tool,	  and	  results	  of	  two	  survey	  
questionnaires	  conducted	  as	  part	  of	  the	  review.	  
AgTrials	  
Initiated	  in	  2010,	  the	  AgTrials	  tool	  is	  essentially	  a	  large	  database	  of	  agricultural	  trial	  results.	  It	  is	  an	  
online	  repository	  of	  information	  on	  agricultural	  trials	  conducted	  at	  multiple	  trial	  sites	  (particularly	  at	  CG-­‐
sites)	  in	  which	  both	  the	  raw	  data	  and	  metadata	  regarding	  the	  performance	  of	  improved	  agricultural	  
technologies	  (e.g.,	  varietal	  trials)	  are	  compiled	  and	  stored,	  and	  can	  be	  shared	  with	  interested	  users.2	  The	  
tool	  is	  available	  at	  www.agtrials.org.	  	  
According	  to	  a	  2010	  technical	  report,	  the	  AgTrials	  database	  is	  an	  “evaluation	  database	  for	  climate	  
change	  analysis.	  The	  project	  builds	  on	  previous	  work	  that	  sought	  to	  develop	  a	  roster	  of	  trial	  sites	  in	  
Africa.	  Instead	  of	  focusing	  on	  the	  sites	  themselves,	  this	  project	  focuses	  on	  the	  trials.	  It	  develops	  a	  
database	  with	  a	  website	  interface	  for	  storing	  information	  on	  the	  performance	  of	  agricultural	  technology	  
at	  different	  sites	  across	  the	  developing	  countries.	  The	  purpose	  of	  the	  database	  is	  to	  conduct	  subsequent	  
analysis	  on	  the	  performance	  of	  agricultural	  technologies	  under	  a	  changing	  climate”	  (CIAT	  2010).	  
Ultimately,	  the	  database	  will	  include	  weather,	  soils	  and	  other	  data	  associated	  with	  each	  trial	  that	  can	  be	  
used	  to	  model	  adaptation	  to	  climate	  change.	  According	  to	  a	  2012	  report,	  AgTrials	  included	  “4,296	  
evaluation	  trials	  (a	  trial	  is	  one	  growing	  season,	  for	  one	  crop	  at	  one	  location,	  but	  can	  be	  multiple	  
varieties),	  for	  20,351	  varieties/races	  at	  1,158	  sites	  in	  95	  countries”	  (CIAT	  2013).	  Researchers,	  particularly	  
within	  the	  CG	  system,	  continue	  to	  add	  to	  the	  repository,	  growing	  the	  number	  of	  trial	  results.	  
Climate	  analogues	  
In	  essence,	  the	  analogues	  tool	  connects	  sites	  with	  statistically	  similar	  (‘analogous’)	  climates,	  across	  
space	  (i.e.,	  between	  locations)	  and/or	  time	  (i.e.,	  with	  past	  or	  future	  climates).	  Users	  may	  use	  default	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
1	  http://ccafs.cgiar.org/foresight-­‐and-­‐priority-­‐setting#.VKMrqivF-­‐kF.	  	  
2	  CCAFS.	  2011.	  Terms	  of	  Reference:	  CCFAS	  Multi-­‐site	  agricultural	  trials	  data	  repository	  for	  climate	  change	  analysis	  –	  Phase	  II.	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criteria	  or	  choose	  from	  a	  variety	  of	  global	  climate	  models	  (GCMs),	  scenarios,	  and	  input	  data.	  Once	  
analogue	  sites	  are	  identified,	  information	  gathered	  from	  local	  field	  studies	  or	  databases	  can	  be	  used	  and	  
compared	  to	  provide	  data	  for	  further	  studies,	  propose	  high-­‐potential	  adaptation	  pathways,	  facilitate	  
farmer-­‐to-­‐farmer	  exchange	  of	  knowledge,	  validate	  computational	  models,	  test	  new	  technologies	  and/or	  
techniques,	  or	  enable	  us	  to	  learn	  from	  history.	  Users	  may	  manipulate	  the	  tool	  in	  the	  free,	  open-­‐source	  R	  
software,	  or	  access	  a	  simplified	  user-­‐friendly	  version	  online	  (http://www.ccafs-­‐analogues.org/tool/).	  
CCAFS-­‐Climate	  Data	  portal	  
Since	  2008,	  the	  CCAFS-­‐Climate	  Data	  portal	  has	  been	  providing	  free	  access	  to	  high-­‐resolution	  global	  
datasets	  of	  downscaled	  climate	  change	  projections	  for	  climate	  change	  impact	  assessment.	  Climate	  
datasets	  available	  through	  the	  CCAFS	  climate	  portal	  have	  been	  downscaled	  using	  a	  variety	  of	  
methodologies,	  each	  of	  which	  varies	  in	  its	  accuracy,	  output	  resolution,	  time	  and	  method	  of	  
computation,	  and	  scientific	  robustness.3	  Dynamical	  downscaling	  yields	  resolution	  between	  20	  and	  50	  km	  
surfaces	  while	  statistical	  methods	  can	  reach	  resolutions	  as	  fine	  as	  1	  km	  or	  less.	  	  
Six	  spatial	  downscaling	  methods	  are	  provided	  through	  the	  portal:	  Delta	  Method	  CMIP5,	  Delta	  Method	  
CMIP3,	  ClimGen,	  PRECIS,	  EtaMethod,	  and	  MarkSim	  Weather	  Generator.	  The	  provision	  of	  this	  
information	  is	  intended	  to	  support	  research	  related	  to	  biodiversity	  and	  agriculture,	  particularly	  to	  crop	  
modelling	  and	  agroclimatology.	  The	  data	  portal	  is	  available	  at	  http://www.ccafs-­‐
climate.org/spatial_downscaling/.	  	  
MarkSim	  
MarkSimGCM	  is	  a	  stochastic	  climate	  simulation	  platform	  that	  creates	  annual	  charts	  of	  daily	  a)	  rainfall,	  
air	  temperatures	  (maximum	  and	  minimum),	  and	  solar	  radiation	  and	  b)	  annual	  data	  files	  that	  are	  
compatible	  with	  the	  Decision	  Support	  System	  for	  Agrotechnology	  Transfer	  (DSSAT)	  crop	  modeling	  
system.4	  Developed	  by	  Waen	  Associates,	  UK,	  MarkSimGCM	  is	  supported	  by	  a	  number	  of	  partners	  
including	  the	  CGIAR’s	  CCAFS	  program.	  MarkSimGCM	  utilizes	  datasets	  from	  10,000	  stations	  that	  are	  
grouped	  into	  702	  climate	  clusters	  across	  the	  globe.	  These	  are	  then	  used	  to	  estimate	  the	  117	  model	  
parameters	  for	  each	  climate	  cluster.	  	  
Different	  versions	  of	  MarkSim	  are	  available	  on	  the	  CCAFS	  website.	  The	  online	  weather	  file	  generator	  can	  
be	  accessed	  at	  http://gisweb.ciat.cgiar.org/MarkSimGCM/	  or	  through	  the	  climate	  portal.	  Other	  versions	  
of	  MarkSim	  can	  be	  accessed	  through	  the	  climate	  portal	  (www.ccafs-­‐climate.org).	  	  	  
Future	  Scenarios	  
The	  Futures	  Scenarios	  program	  combines	  climate	  and	  socio-­‐economic	  scenarios	  to	  guide	  policies	  and	  
investments	  for	  agriculture	  and	  food	  security	  at	  regional	  and	  national	  levels	  (Vervoort	  et	  al.	  2014;	  
Chaudhury	  et	  al.	  2013).	  Initiated	  in	  East	  Africa	  in	  2010,	  stakeholders	  have	  since	  worked	  to	  refine	  the	  
approach	  and	  extend	  it	  to	  regional-­‐	  and	  country-­‐level	  workshops	  in	  West	  Africa,	  South	  Asia,	  Southeast	  
Asia,	  and	  Latin	  America	  (Central	  America	  and	  the	  Andes).	  Through	  an	  intensive	  workshop	  process,	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
3	  http://ccafs.cgiar.org/spatial-­‐downscaling-­‐methods#.VKHTwV4A0.	  	  
4	  http://ccafs.cgiar.org/marksimgcm#.VKHSRV4A0.	  	  
12	  |	  P a g e 	  
	   Evaluation	  of	  CCFAS	  Data	  and	  Tools	  
February	  2,	  2015	  -­‐FINAL	  
scenarios	  are	  developed	  from	  diverse	  stakeholder	  knowledge	  and	  quantified	  through	  agricultural	  
economic	  and	  land-­‐use	  models.	  The	  intent	  is	  for	  decision-­‐makers	  to	  then	  use	  the	  scenarios	  products	  to	  
guide	  policy	  and	  investment	  choices	  along	  impact	  pathways	  at	  regional,	  national	  and	  sub-­‐national	  levels.	  	  
Baseline	  Surveys	  	  
The	  baseline	  study	  is	  an	  ambitious	  initiative	  to	  measure	  behavioral	  change	  across	  multiple	  scales	  and	  
levels	  relevant	  to	  the	  CCAFS	  program.	  CCAFS	  implemented	  baseline	  surveys	  at	  15	  CCAFS	  sites	  in	  12	  
countries	  of	  West	  and	  East	  Africa	  and	  South	  Asia.	  Across	  these	  sites,	  the	  study	  conducted	  surveys	  at	  
three	  integrated	  yet	  stand-­‐alone	  levels,	  including	  2,095	  households,	  108	  villages,	  and	  over	  150	  
organizations.	  Given	  the	  scope	  of	  the	  research,	  the	  baselines	  are	  intended	  to	  be	  “broad	  rather	  than	  
deep”	  (Förch	  et	  al.	  2014:	  5).	  	  
CCAFS	  designed	  the	  approach	  to	  inform	  field-­‐level	  projects	  and	  monitor	  integrated	  outcomes	  across	  the	  
research	  activities	  in	  the	  sites	  where	  the	  program	  operates.	  This	  approach	  recognizes	  the	  need	  to	  focus	  
not	  only	  on	  the	  adoption	  of	  specific	  technologies	  and	  interventions	  at	  the	  farm-­‐level,	  but	  also	  to	  build	  
adaptive	  capacity	  of	  individuals,	  organizations,	  and	  communities.	  	  
The	  objectives	  of	  the	  baseline	  are	  three-­‐fold.	  First,	  the	  initiative	  aims	  to	  serve	  as	  a	  monitoring	  and	  
evaluation	  tool	  whereby	  CCAFS	  can	  measure	  change	  in	  household	  livelihoods,	  food	  security,	  adaptation	  
strategies	  relating	  to	  agro-­‐ecological	  factors	  (e.g.,	  crops,	  livestock,	  aquaculture,	  resource	  management),	  
and	  information	  sources	  and	  social	  networks.	  In	  this	  way,	  the	  study	  provides	  an	  evidence	  base	  to	  assess	  
progress	  towards	  achieving	  CCAFS’s	  system-­‐level	  outcomes:	  reducing	  rural	  poverty;	  improving	  food	  
security,	  nutrition	  and	  health;	  and	  sustainable	  natural	  resource	  management	  (Förch	  et	  al.	  2014).	  The	  
second	  objective	  is	  to	  help	  inform	  local	  level	  planning	  and	  development	  activities	  implemented	  by	  
partners	  at	  CCAFS	  sites.	  Third,	  the	  project	  seeks	  to	  provide	  a	  high	  quality	  open-­‐source	  data	  set	  to	  
promote	  research	  on	  climate	  change,	  agriculture,	  and	  food	  security.	  The	  intention	  is	  to	  provide	  a	  broad	  
data	  set	  that	  researchers	  can	  use	  to	  investigate	  questions	  around	  food	  security	  and	  climate	  change	  and	  
also	  use	  as	  a	  basis	  for	  complementary	  and	  more	  in-­‐depth	  research.	  In	  addition	  to	  the	  baseline	  data,	  the	  
project	  makes	  publicly	  available	  the	  full	  set	  of	  research	  protocols,	  manuals,	  guides,	  and	  reports	  for	  use	  
by	  other	  researchers	  working	  on	  related	  issues	  and/or	  in	  CCAFS	  sites.	  To	  meet	  these	  objectives,	  CCAFS	  
defined	  four	  key	  deliverables:	  Baseline	  survey	  data	  available	  online	  and	  open	  access;	  site	  reports	  
produced;	  maps	  and	  site	  atlases	  produced;	  and	  a	  journal	  article	  and	  CCAFS	  report	  published.	  
Gender	  and	  Climate	  Change	  Manual	  
In	  March	  2012,	  CCAFS	  and	  FAO	  published	  the	  Training	  Guide:	  Gender	  and	  climate	  change	  research	  in	  
agriculture	  and	  food	  security	  for	  rural	  development.	  The	  training	  guide	  was	  developed	  to	  “promote	  
gender-­‐responsive	  and	  socially-­‐sensitive	  climate	  change	  research	  and	  development	  in	  the	  agriculture	  
and	  food	  security	  sectors	  through	  participatory	  approaches.”	  The	  guide	  presents	  conceptual	  background	  
and	  frameworks	  for	  linking	  gender,	  climate	  change,	  agriculture,	  and	  food	  security.	  Moreover,	  it	  provides	  
users	  with	  practical	  tools	  and	  templates	  for	  participatory	  and	  gender-­‐sensitive	  collection,	  analysis,	  and	  
reporting	  of	  information	  about	  communities,	  households	  and	  individuals	  coping	  with	  climate	  change	  
(CCAFS	  and	  FAO	  2012).	  	  
13	  |	  P a g e 	  
	   Evaluation	  of	  CCFAS	  Data	  and	  Tools	  
February	  2,	  2015	  -­‐FINAL	  
Hotspot	  Mapping	  Report	  
The	  report	  is	  the	  result	  of	  a	  rapid	  assessment	  of	  food	  insecurity	  and	  vulnerability	  to	  future	  climate	  
change	  in	  CGIAR	  priority	  regions	  across	  the	  tropics	  (Ericksen	  et	  al.	  2011).	  The	  objective	  of	  the	  study	  was	  
to	  identify	  ‘hotspot’	  locations	  where	  current	  food	  insecurity	  concerns	  would	  likely	  increase	  based	  on	  
projected	  climate	  change	  impacts	  for	  2050.	  In	  addition,	  the	  exercise	  would	  provide	  input	  into	  the	  
identification/selection	  of	  new	  CCAFS	  target	  regions	  and	  ex	  poste	  justification	  for	  the	  selection	  of	  
previously	  chosen	  target	  regions	  (i.e.,	  East	  Africa,	  West	  Africa,	  Indo-­‐Gangetic	  Plains).	  According	  to	  the	  
report,	  the	  activity	  also	  provides	  a	  methodology	  for	  mapping	  both	  the	  various	  food	  security	  indicators	  
that	  interact	  with	  climate	  change	  and	  the	  impacts	  of	  climate	  change	  on	  agriculture,	  as	  well	  as	  provides	  
guidance	  on	  how	  to	  interpret	  results,	  especially	  the	  overlap	  between	  the	  two	  types	  of	  hotspots.	  The	  
report	  and	  appendices	  are	  available	  at:	  http://hdl.handle.net/10568/3826.	  
Impacts	  of	  Climate	  Change	  on	  the	  Agricultural	  and	  Aquatic	  Systems	  and	  Natural	  Resources	  within	  the	  
CGIAR’s	  mandate	  report	  (Working	  Paper	  No.	  23)	  
At	  the	  request	  of	  the	  UN	  Committee	  on	  World	  Food	  Security	  (CFS),	  this	  report	  was	  designed	  as	  an	  input	  
to	  a	  review	  carried	  out	  by	  the	  High	  Level	  Panel	  of	  Experts	  on	  Food	  Security	  and	  Nutrition	  (HLPE)	  
regarding	  the	  likely	  effects	  of	  climate	  change	  on	  food	  security	  and	  nutrition,	  particularly	  among	  the	  
most	  vulnerable	  populations	  (HLPE	  2012).	  It	  provides	  information	  on	  22	  agricultural	  crops,	  agroforestry,	  
forest	  and	  water	  resources,	  their	  importance	  for	  global	  food	  and	  nutrition	  security,	  their	  vulnerability	  to	  
the	  effects	  of	  climate	  change,	  and	  the	  socio-­‐economic	  impacts	  of	  climate	  change	  on	  vulnerable	  
populations	  that	  depend	  on	  them.	  The	  report	  is	  available	  at:	  http://hdl.handle.net/10568/21226.	  
III.	  Methodology	  
	  
Assessment	  of	  CCAFS	  tools	  and	  data	  is	  based	  on	  integrating	  insights	  from	  a	  desk	  review	  of	  program	  
documents	  provided	  by	  CIAT	  and	  gleaned	  from	  other	  sources,	  an	  extensive	  review	  of	  the	  CCAFS	  website	  
and	  those	  for	  each	  of	  the	  tools	  (including	  actual	  testing/use,	  where	  feasible),	  as	  well	  as	  stakeholder	  
interviews.	  
The	  evaluation	  focuses	  on	  nine	  individual	  tools	  identified	  in	  collaboration	  with	  CGIAR	  (	  
	  
Table	  1),	  and	  involves	  an	  extensive	  review	  of	  the	  CCAFS	  website,	  landing	  pages,	  and	  links	  to	  the	  various	  
tools	  themselves.	  The	  evaluation	  team	  (ET)	  conducted	  a	  total	  of	  83	  stakeholder	  interviews	  based	  on	  
information	  provided	  by	  CIAT	  and	  CCAFS	  collected	  through	  various	  registration-­‐	  and	  survey-­‐type	  of	  data	  
collection	  efforts.	  Interviews	  were	  organized	  around	  each	  of	  the	  tools,	  with	  user	  names	  and	  email	  
addresses	  for	  each	  tool	  provided	  by	  CIAT.	  For	  example,	  names	  and	  contact	  information	  of	  participants	  in	  
Future	  Scenarios	  workshops	  were	  used	  to	  develop	  a	  list	  of	  interviewees	  for	  that	  tool.	  A	  complete	  list	  of	  
stakeholders	  interviewed	  is	  provided	  in	  Annex	  B.	  A	  general	  topical	  outline	  is	  presented	  in	  Annex	  C,	  
though	  some	  tool-­‐specific	  questions	  were	  also	  developed.	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Table	  1.	  CCAFS	  data	  and	  tools	  evaluated.	  
Type	  of	  analysis	   Tools/data	  to	  be	  reviewed	  
In-­‐depth	  
MarkSim	  versions	  1	  &	  2	  
CCAFS-­‐Climate:	  Downscaled	  climate	  data	  and	  repository	  
Analogue	  tool	  
Early	  Uptake	  
Future	  scenarios	  	  
Baseline	  surveys	  and	  site	  characterization	  of	  CCAFS	  benchmark	  
sites	  (West	  Africa,	  East	  Africa,	  South	  Asia)	  
AgTrials	  
Participatory	  Gender	  Research	  Manual	  
Hotspot	  mapping	  
Impacts	  of	  CC	  on	  agricultural	  and	  aquatic	  systems	  and	  natural	  
resources	  
	  
In-­‐depth	  analysis	  of	  how	  a	  tool	  was	  being	  used	  was	  conducted	  on	  tools	  (e.g.,	  baseline	  surveys,	  climate	  
portal)	  for	  which	  user	  lists	  provided	  by	  CIAT	  included	  a	  “reason”	  category	  (e.g.,	  research,	  modeling,	  
dissertation).	  	  
In	  order	  to	  assess	  what,	  if	  any,	  influence	  increased	  knowledge	  about	  climate	  change	  may	  be	  having	  on	  
policies	  and	  investments	  at	  regional,	  national	  or	  international	  levels,	  a	  short	  survey	  was	  provided	  to	  
users	  across	  all	  tools	  through	  Survey	  Monkey.	  The	  Survey	  Monkey	  questionnaire	  is	  presented	  in	  Annex	  
D.	  
Limitations/challenges	  
There	  were	  a	  number	  of	  fairly	  significant	  limitations	  to	  our	  ability	  to	  conduct	  a	  rigorous	  evaluation	  of	  
how	  CCAFS	  tools	  were	  being	  used	  and	  by	  whom.	  Key	  challenges	  are	  outlined	  below,	  in	  no	  particular	  
order	  of	  importance.	  
v The	  key	  challenge	  encountered	  during	  the	  assessment	  was	  difficulty	  in	  scheduling	  interviews.	  
The	  overall	  response	  rate	  to	  initial	  and	  follow-­‐up	  requests	  for	  an	  interview	  was	  very	  low.	  A	  total	  
of	  1,132	  email	  requests	  for	  interviews	  were	  sent	  out	  across	  all	  the	  relevant	  tools,	  with	  83	  total	  
interviews	  completed,	  which	  represents	  a	  response	  rate	  of	  7%.	  This	  represents	  a	  very	  low	  return	  
on	  investments	  of	  time	  and	  effort.	  	  
In	  part,	  this	  was	  due	  to	  conflicts	  with	  the	  timing	  of	  annual	  leave	  or	  respondents	  otherwise	  being	  
out	  of	  the	  office	  or	  unavailable.	  Differences	  in	  time	  zone	  also	  contributed	  to	  difficulty	  scheduling	  
interviews,	  though	  did	  not	  preclude	  them	  from	  happening.	  Anecdotally,	  for	  some	  tools,	  CGIAR	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researchers	  were	  among	  the	  most	  difficult	  to	  connect	  with	  and	  successfully	  arrange	  an	  
interview,	  which	  was	  discouraging	  since	  they	  constituted	  a	  large	  user	  group	  for	  some	  tools.	  	  	  
v Lists	  of	  users	  were	  provided	  to	  the	  ET	  by	  CIAT	  and	  were	  compiled	  from	  registration	  required	  for	  
accessing	  some	  tools/datasets	  (e.g.,	  AgTrials,	  Baseline	  surveys)	  or	  from	  participant	  lists	  at	  
workshops	  (e.g.,	  Climate	  Analogues,	  Future	  Scenarios).	  Not	  all	  tools	  required	  registration	  and	  
therefore	  no	  user	  lists	  could	  be	  generated.	  No	  interviews	  could	  be	  conducted	  specifically	  with	  
users	  of	  the	  gender	  manual,	  hotspot	  mapping	  report,	  or	  Working	  Paper	  No.	  23.	  User	  lists	  for	  still	  
other	  tools	  were	  quite	  short,	  once	  unique	  user	  names	  were	  identified	  and	  redundancies	  
eliminated.	  	  
v In	  retrospect,	  the	  evaluation	  attempted	  to	  assess	  too	  many	  tools	  at	  once.	  Some	  of	  the	  tools	  are	  
quite	  technical	  (e.g.,	  MarkSim)	  and	  require	  more	  time	  to	  understand	  their	  full	  range	  of	  uses	  –	  
and	  implications	  of	  their	  use	  toward	  behavior	  change	  –	  than	  was	  available	  over	  the	  short	  
timeframe	  of	  the	  evaluation	  period.	  While	  the	  evaluation	  did	  not	  require	  that	  the	  team	  be	  fully	  
conversant	  in	  the	  why’s	  and	  how’s	  of	  each	  tool,	  such	  understanding	  would	  have	  facilitated	  more	  
in-­‐depth	  analysis	  and	  help	  inform	  the	  interview	  process,	  helping	  to	  maximize	  gains	  from	  user	  
insights.	  Other	  tools	  were	  hardly	  “tools”	  but	  rather	  one-­‐off	  reports	  (e.g.,	  hotspot	  mapping,	  
report	  on	  the	  impact	  of	  climate	  change	  on	  CGIAR	  mandate	  crops),	  for	  which	  it	  was	  not	  possible	  
to	  identify	  users.	  Nor	  was	  it	  clear	  exactly	  what	  the	  CGIAR	  team	  expected	  could	  be	  learned	  by	  
including	  such	  tools	  in	  the	  evaluation.	  	  
IV.	  Research	  Findings	  	  
	  
This	  section	  synthesizes	  the	  results	  of	  analyzing	  data	  provided	  by	  CIAT,	  CCAFS	  and	  other	  CGIAR	  partners	  
or	  collected	  through	  implementation	  of	  two	  different	  survey	  questionnaires,	  and	  qualitative	  information	  
gathered	  through	  interviews	  with	  users	  and	  other	  
stakeholders.	  
AgTrials	  	  
The	  AgTrials	  database	  was	  envisioned	  to	  help	  fill	  
knowledge	  gaps	  in	  how	  crops	  respond	  to	  different	  
climate	  conditions.	  Specifically,	  the	  goal	  is	  to	  acquire	  
information	  on	  thousands	  of	  trials	  –	  including	  
historic	  trials	  data	  –	  in	  order	  to	  help	  identify	  
adaptation	  interventions	  that	  can	  be	  used	  for	  
improving	  models	  of	  agricultural	  production	  under	  
current	  and	  future	  climate	  scenarios.	  Thus,	  the	  
initiative	  contributes	  to	  efforts	  for	  modeling	  climate	  change	  and	  provides	  for	  building	  adaptation	  “road	  
maps.”	  	  
Based	  on	  data	  provided	  by	  CIAT,	  a	  total	  of	  1,205	  download	  events	  were	  recorded	  from	  the	  AgTrials	  site	  (www.agtrials.org)	  
(www.agtrials.org)	  between	  January	  2013	  and	  August	  2014.	  Of	  those,	  48	  lacked	  any	  user	  information	  (e.g.,	  name,	  email	  
“The	  AgTrials	  database	  is	  a	  laudable	  
attempt	  to	  compile	  and	  harmonize	  
agricultural	  trial	  data.	  This	  should	  
allow	  for	  better	  access	  and	  easier	  use	  
of	  such	  data,	  which	  is	  expensive	  to	  
generate.”	  	  
~	  Stakeholder	  interview	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(e.g.,	  name,	  email	  address,	  institutional	  affiliation)	  and	  were	  eliminated.	  Of	  those	  with	  identifiable	  user	  information,	  there	  
were	  58	  unique	  users,	  22	  of	  which	  were	  considered	  “outside”	  of	  the	  CG	  system.	  	  
Figure	  1	  shows	  the	  institutional	  affiliations	  for	  the	  58	  unique	  users	  of	  AgTrials.	  
	  
Figure	  1.	  Institutional	  affiliations	  of	  AgTrials	  users,	  2013-­‐2014.	  
	  
The	  majority	  (62%)	  of	  AgTrials	  users	  were	  from	  the	  CG	  system,	  followed	  by	  17%	  from	  a	  university	  (e.g.,	  
Michigan,	  Wisconsin,	  Davis,	  Leeds,	  Stanford,	  Wageningen,	  Florida),	  12%	  from	  a	  private	  entity,	  5%	  from	  
an	  NGO,	  and	  2%	  from	  a	  government	  entity.	  One	  user	  (2%)	  reported	  no	  affiliation.	  Only	  one	  user	  with	  
whom	  we	  were	  able	  to	  speak	  was	  from	  a	  private	  entity,	  in	  this	  case	  a	  consulting	  firm	  that	  utilized	  
AgTrials	  as	  a	  source	  of	  location-­‐	  and	  time-­‐based	  agricultural	  information	  for	  their	  clients.	  	  
After	  eliminating	  system	  administrators,	  designers,	  and	  data	  managers,	  41	  emails	  were	  sent	  to	  the	  
remaining	  unique	  users	  requesting	  an	  interview.	  Two	  individuals	  indicated	  they	  had	  accessed	  the	  tool	  
briefly	  once	  but	  had	  not	  used	  it	  since	  and	  declined	  to	  be	  interviewed.	  The	  remaining	  29	  users	  to	  whom	  
emails	  were	  sent	  did	  not	  respond	  to	  multiple	  requests	  for	  an	  interview.	  Ten	  interviews	  were	  eventually	  
conducted.	  
Generally,	  users	  interviewed	  as	  part	  of	  the	  assessment	  perceived	  the	  AgTrials	  tool	  to	  be	  valuable,	  
though	  there	  was	  general	  consensus	  that	  it	  remained	  a	  work	  in	  progress	  with	  more	  potential	  utility	  in	  
the	  future	  than	  currently.	  Based	  on	  interviews	  with	  users,	  the	  primary	  way	  in	  which	  AgTrials	  is	  currently	  
being	  used	  is	  to	  upload	  data	  from	  crop	  trials	  conducted.	  This	  may	  not	  be	  too	  surprising	  given	  that	  the	  
majority	  of	  users	  interviewed	  work	  within	  the	  CG-­‐system	  (e.g.,	  CIAT,	  IITA,	  Bioversity,	  CIMMYT,	  ICRISAT).	  
Data	  is	  being	  uploaded	  both	  to	  make	  available	  to	  other	  researchers	  and	  as	  a	  back-­‐up	  to	  other	  crop-­‐
specific	  databases	  maintained	  by	  the	  various	  CG	  institutes,	  which	  are	  typically	  only	  for	  use	  by	  CG-­‐system	  
researchers.	  For	  example,	  cassava	  researchers	  at	  CIAT	  not	  only	  provide	  data	  to	  the	  AgTrials	  database	  but	  
also	  maintain	  an	  internal	  cassava	  database	  (https://cassavasite.ciat.cgiar.org/defalt/aspx).	  A	  banana	  
germplasm	  evaluation	  program	  at	  Bioversity	  currently	  uploads	  data	  into	  the	  AgTrials	  database	  but	  is	  
discussing	  whether	  to	  develop	  their	  own	  banana-­‐specific	  database.	  
One	  of	  the	  issues	  that	  was	  mentioned	  by	  the	  majority	  of	  users	  interviewed	  is	  that	  while	  AgTrials	  may	  
serve	  as	  a	  single	  repository	  –	  and	  back-­‐up	  –	  for	  trials	  information	  that	  occurs	  across	  sites	  within	  the	  CG-­‐
CGIAR	  Private	  
University	  
Government	   NGO/NFP	  
Other	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system,	  it	  is	  not	  as	  useful	  as	  it	  might	  otherwise	  be.	  In	  particular,	  users	  indicated	  that	  certain	  additional	  
types	  of	  information	  would	  greatly	  enhance	  its	  utility	  for	  different	  end-­‐users.	  Metadata	  is	  often	  lacking,	  
or	  is	  not	  sufficiently	  defined	  in	  terms	  of	  the	  variables,	  such	  as	  how	  they	  were	  measured,	  etc.	  More	  
robust	  weather	  and	  soils	  data	  was	  generally	  seen	  as	  needed,	  as	  well	  as	  narrative	  information	  regarding	  
experimental	  design	  (e.g.,	  why	  the	  research	  was	  conducted	  and	  how).	  	  
Users	  felt	  that	  it	  is	  currently	  difficult	  to	  know	  which	  trials	  to	  search	  for,	  that	  is,	  how	  is	  a	  trial	  relevant	  to	  a	  
given	  research	  question	  –	  and	  how	  does	  one	  find	  that	  trial?	  Some	  sort	  of	  trial	  directory	  (i.e.,	  what	  a	  
specific	  trial	  is	  designed	  to	  test)	  as	  well	  as	  more	  contextual	  information	  on	  how	  well	  a	  released	  variety	  
performs	  in	  specific	  locations	  is	  needed	  in	  order	  to	  guide	  users	  to	  potential	  trials	  of	  interest.	  Other	  users	  
might	  benefit	  from	  accession-­‐type	  information	  (e.g.,	  plant	  
breeders).	  Thus,	  linking	  genebank	  information	  to	  the	  AgTrials	  
database	  would	  improve	  its	  utility	  for	  these	  end-­‐users.	  Such	  
linkages	  have	  occurred,	  as	  evidenced	  by	  the	  collaboration	  between	  
AgTrials	  and	  CropOntology,	  whose	  system	  provides	  standardized	  
terminology	  that	  enables	  integration	  of	  information	  from	  different	  
types	  of	  data	  providers	  around	  the	  globe.5	  Other	  such	  linkages	  
between	  different	  information	  sources	  and	  databases	  include	  
collaborations	  with	  the	  Agricultural	  Modeling	  Inter-­‐comparison	  and	  
Improvement	  Program	  (AgMIP)	  and	  the	  Cereal	  Systems	  Initiative	  
for	  South	  Asia	  (CSISA).	  While	  it	  may	  not	  be	  possible	  for	  AgTrials	  to	  
be	  all	  things	  to	  all	  users,	  it	  should	  be	  designed	  and	  implemented	  in	  a	  way	  that	  benefits	  its	  targeted	  end-­‐
users,	  which	  are	  potentially	  quite	  varied	  (e.g.,	  crop	  modellers,	  plant	  breeders,	  crop	  genetic	  resource	  
curators).	  In	  fact,	  a	  2012	  annual	  report	  on	  the	  AgTrials	  project	  recognized	  the	  need	  “to	  support	  our	  
community	  of	  researchers	  in	  linking	  soil	  and	  weather	  information	  to	  their	  analysis	  of	  performance	  of	  
agricultural	  technologies”	  (CIAT	  2013).	  	  
The	  CGIAR	  system	  has	  an	  open-­‐access	  policy	  to	  data,	  meaning	  it	  is	  publically	  available.	  Although	  AgTrials	  
is	  considered	  open-­‐access,	  users	  must	  register	  and	  explain	  how	  they	  intend	  to	  use	  specific	  data	  in	  order	  
to	  be	  granted	  access	  by	  the	  “owner”	  of	  that	  data.	  A	  number	  of	  users	  felt	  there	  were	  too	  many	  
restrictions	  on	  the	  information	  one	  can	  access,	  including	  those	  within	  the	  CG-­‐system	  themselves.	  One	  
user	  indicated	  he	  had	  tried	  to	  download	  data	  in	  order	  to	  verify	  his	  uploads	  and	  was	  unable	  to	  gain	  
access.	  To	  CIAT’s	  credit,	  users	  indicated	  they	  had	  good	  access	  to	  help	  when	  issues	  arose.	  	  
For	  CG-­‐system	  individuals	  who	  grant	  access	  to	  data	  they	  upload,	  the	  process	  was	  described	  as	  
“cumbersome”.	  One	  individual	  questioned	  the	  need	  to	  provide	  access	  to	  each	  trial	  requested	  because	  
there	  could	  be	  100’s	  of	  trials	  in	  an	  individual	  trial	  group.	  A	  single	  click	  to	  allow	  access	  to	  an	  entire	  trial	  
group	  would	  be	  preferable	  to	  having	  to	  open	  each	  trial	  one	  by	  one	  in	  order	  to	  grant	  access.	  
Users	  reported	  some	  dissatisfaction	  with	  both	  the	  upload	  and	  download	  processes,	  though	  it’s	  possible	  
these	  issues	  have	  been	  addressed	  since	  the	  last	  time	  the	  purported	  issues	  occurred	  for	  these	  users.	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
5 http://blog.agtrials.org/?p=675.  
“If	  [I]	  want	  to	  work	  with	  
an	  evaluation	  in	  Ghana	  in	  
1990,	  then	  [I]	  have	  to	  look	  
for	  soil	  and	  climate	  data	  
elsewhere.”	  	  
~	  Stakeholder	  interview	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Uploads	  were	  considered	  “way	  too	  complicated”	  in	  that	  no	  printable	  template	  or	  form	  is	  available	  for	  
those	  providing	  trial	  data.	  This	  would	  be	  particularly	  helpful	  for	  individuals	  coordinating	  the	  efforts	  of	  
trial	  managers	  of	  multiple	  trials	  at	  multiple	  sites.	  Printable	  forms	  would	  also	  allow	  greater	  participation	  
by	  farmers	  who	  may	  be	  conducting	  on-­‐farm	  trials.	  	  
There	  was	  also	  some	  concern	  about	  the	  inability	  to	  proceed	  during	  the	  upload	  process	  if	  certain	  data	  are	  
missing.	  For	  example,	  detailed	  information	  on	  the	  institution,	  contact	  person,	  location,	  trial	  site,	  etc.	  is	  
reportedly	  needed	  prior	  to	  creation	  of	  a	  trial	  group	  and	  entering	  trials,	  some	  of	  which	  can	  be	  difficult	  to	  
obtain.	  It	  was	  thought	  that	  an	  auto-­‐fill	  function	  could	  help	  reduce	  the	  time-­‐consuming	  nature	  of	  this	  
type	  of	  data	  entry;	  once	  an	  institution	  is	  entered	  into	  the	  system,	  the	  field	  can	  be	  populated	  
automatically.	  To	  be	  effective,	  such	  information	  should	  be	  curated	  so	  that,	  for	  example,	  it’s	  possible	  to	  
determine	  whether	  an	  institution,	  location,	  contact	  person,	  or	  trial	  is	  the	  same	  as	  an	  existing	  entry	  or	  
whether	  a	  new	  entry	  needs	  to	  be	  created.	  	  
A	  few	  users	  commented	  on	  the	  need	  for	  more	  and	  /or	  better	  training	  manuals,	  especially	  for	  non-­‐
regular	  users	  of	  the	  tool,	  as	  they	  felt	  there	  was	  a	  definite	  learning	  process	  for	  uploading	  data	  from	  a	  trial	  
to	  the	  tool.	  	  
Given	  that	  improvements	  to	  the	  tool	  have	  occurred	  at	  various	  times	  since	  its	  initial	  release,	  it	  is	  difficult	  
to	  determine	  whether	  user	  comments	  are	  simply	  outdated	  (i.e.,	  these	  issues	  have	  been	  resolved	  since	  
the	  user	  last	  used	  AgTrials)	  or	  whether	  they	  still	  feel	  improvements	  are	  needed.	  It	  should	  be	  noted	  that	  
several	  training	  videos	  are	  available	  on	  the	  AgTrials	  website,	  including	  one	  on	  entering	  trial	  data	  that	  
appears	  quite	  straightforward	  and	  has	  an	  auto-­‐fill	  function.	  Another	  training	  video	  specifically	  addresses	  
batch	  uploads	  of	  trials.	  	  
What	  is	  not	  evident	  without	  a	  user	  name	  and	  password	  to	  access	  the	  tool6	  is	  whether	  improvements	  to	  
the	  batch	  download	  process	  have	  also	  occurred.	  Several	  users	  noted	  that	  certain	  complexities	  existed	  in	  
performing	  a	  batch	  download.	  Specifically,	  when	  performing	  a	  batch	  download,	  as	  for	  example,	  with	  
multiple-­‐location	  trials,	  the	  same	  variables	  must	  be	  reported	  at	  all	  sites	  in	  the	  batch.	  The	  evaluation	  
team	  was	  unable	  to	  determine	  whether	  this	  is	  still	  an	  issue	  or	  whether	  it	  has	  already	  been	  addressed	  by	  
CIAT’s	  strong	  support	  team.	  	  
CIAT	  provided	  the	  data	  on	  users	  who	  had	  downloaded	  at	  least	  one	  file	  from	  AgTrials.	  This	  user	  list	  
constituted	  the	  basis	  for	  scheduling	  interviews	  but	  does	  not	  represent	  the	  total	  universe	  of	  AgTrials	  
users.	  Data	  presented	  in	  Table	  2	  was	  also	  provided	  by	  CIAT	  and	  represents	  website	  statistics	  gleaned	  
from	  Google	  Analytics	  on	  visits	  to	  the	  AgTrials	  webpage,	  irrespective	  of	  whether	  they	  downloaded	  data.	  
Table	  2.	  Google	  Analytics	  for	  the	  AgTrials	  webpage	  (www.agtrials.org).	  
	  
2011	   2012	   2013	   2014	   Total	  
Total	  visits	   4,684	   6,292	   4,574	   3,063	   18,613	  
New	  visits	  (%)	   19.49	   22.71	   28.86	   37.06	   27.03	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
6	  A	   temporary	  username	  and	  password	  were	  provided	   to	   the	   team	  but	  were	  no	   longer	   functional	  during	  preparation	  of	   the	  
report.	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Average	  duration	  of	  visit	  	   15:59	   13:51	   12:20	   9:09	   13:19	  
Since	  its	  initiation,	  over	  18,000	  users	  have	  accessed	  the	  webpage	  for	  the	  AgTrials	  tool.	  Although	  the	  
percent	  of	  new	  visits	  (as	  a	  function	  of	  total	  visits)	  has	  increased	  every	  year,	  the	  average	  duration	  of	  a	  
visit	  has	  decreased.	  	  
Figure	  2	  shows	  the	  global	  distribution	  of	  visitors	  to	  the	  AgTrials	  webpage	  from	  Google	  Analytics	  data	  
provided	  by	  CIAT.	  Based	  on	  the	  number	  of	  sessions,	  the	  vast	  majority	  of	  visitors	  have	  been	  from	  
Colombia	  (70%),	  where	  CIAT	  is	  based,	  followed	  by	  Nigeria	  (9%)	  and	  the	  US	  (7%).	  Less	  than	  5%	  of	  users	  
were	  located	  in	  each	  of	  the	  remaining	  countries.	  	  
Figure	  2.	  Global	  distribution	  of	  users	  of	  the	  AgTrials	  website,	  2011-­‐2014	  (www.agtrials.org).	  
	  
Although	  it	  is	  impossible	  to	  determine	  with	  any	  certainty	  who	  the	  users	  are	  within	  a	  country,	  it	  is	  likely	  
that	  they	  largely	  represent	  CCAFS	  partners.	  For	  example,	  in	  order	  to	  deal	  with	  the	  issue	  of	  including	  soils	  
data	  in	  the	  tool,	  CCAFS	  partnered	  with	  the	  AgMIP	  project,	  which	  is	  affiliated	  with	  the	  International	  Soil	  
Reference	  Information	  Center	  in	  the	  Netherlands	  (CIAT	  2013).	  This	  might	  account	  for	  the	  Netherlands	  
representing	  the	  fifth	  most	  common	  visitor	  to	  the	  site,	  all	  of	  which	  occurred	  in	  2012,	  coincident	  with	  
linking	  soils	  data	  to	  the	  database.	  Likewise,	  Bioversity’s	  banana	  program	  (conducted	  through	  its	  
Commodity	  Systems	  &	  Genetic	  Resources	  Programme)	  is	  located	  in	  Montpellier,	  France,	  with	  offices	  in	  
Kampala,	  Uganda	  and	  Los	  Baños,	  the	  Philippines;	  the	  International	  Potato	  Center	  (CIP)	  is	  in	  Peru;	  the	  
International	  Center	  for	  the	  Improvement	  of	  Wheat	  and	  Maize	  (CIMMYT)	  is	  in	  Mexico;	  the	  International	  
Rice	  Research	  Institute	  (IRRI)	  is	  in	  the	  Philippines;	  and	  the	  International	  Crops	  Research	  Institute	  for	  the	  
Semi-­‐Arid	  Tropics	  (ICRISAT)	  is	  in	  both	  Kenya	  and	  Nigeria.	  When	  asked,	  stakeholders	  who	  use	  AgTrials	  
specifically	  for	  uploading	  data	  did	  not	  indicate	  they	  also	  used	  it	  for	  other	  purposes.	  	  
Although	  it	  should	  be	  acknowledged	  that	  the	  database	  is	  still	  very	  much	  under	  “development”	  in	  terms	  
of	  getting	  data	  uploaded,	  it	  is	  fairly	  clear	  that	  it	  is	  currently	  underutilized.	  As	  one	  user	  put	  it,	  “it	  is	  not	  
currently	  very	  useful.”	  It	  remains	  the	  case	  that	  more	  users	  are	  contributing	  rather	  than	  using	  data.	  
According	  to	  those	  interviewed,	  it	  is	  considered	  the	  “go	  to”	  place	  for	  publically	  accessible	  trial	  data.	  
However,	  it	  is	  unclear	  that	  it	  has	  yet	  provided	  agronomists,	  breeders,	  researchers,	  students	  or	  crop	  
modelers	  with	  added	  value	  “to	  historical	  field	  trials	  through	  new	  uses	  and	  “big	  data”	  analyses	  of	  climate	  
change	  and	  other	  impacts,”	  as	  originally	  envisioned.	  	  
Colombia	  
Uganda	  
Philippines	  
Netherlands	  
Kenya	  
Nigeria	  
US	   Mexico	  Peru	   France	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Climate	  Analogues	  
According	  to	  the	  CCAFS	  website,	  the	  climate	  analogues	  tool	  “takes	  climate	  and	  rainfall	  predictions	  for	  
a	  particular	  site	  and	  searches	  for	  places	  with	  similar	  conditions	  at	  present.”7	  This	  particular	  tool	  is	  
somewhat	  different	  than	  many	  of	  the	  other	  tools	  available	  on	  the	  CCAFS	  website	  in	  that	  it	  is	  primarily	  
accessed	  through	  participation	  in	  a	  CCAFS-­‐sponsored	  workshop.	  Although	  a	  simplified	  version	  of	  the	  
tool	  is	  available	  online	  (http://www.ccafs-­‐analogues.org/tool/),	  most	  users	  interviewed	  felt	  that	  the	  
web-­‐version	  leaves	  out	  many	  important	  elements.	  	  
Key	  statistics	  for	  the	  analogues	  tool	  consist	  primarily	  of	  website	  visits	  and	  are	  presented	  in	  Table	  3.	  Data	  
are	  provided	  by	  CIAT.	  	  
Table	  3.	  Website	  statistics	  for	  the	  online	  climate	  analogues	  tool.	  
	   2012	   2013	   2014	  
	   Unique	  
visits	  
Return	  
visits	  
Total	  
visits	  
Unique	  
visits	  
Return	  
visits	  
Total	  
visits	  
Unique	  
visits	  
Return	  
visits	  
Total	  
visits	  
Analogues	  webpage	  (www.ccafs-­‐analogues.org)	  
	   -­‐	   -­‐	   -­‐	   232	   231	   463	   -­‐	   -­‐	   -­‐	  
Online	  tool	  (www.ccfs-­‐analogues.org/tool/)	  
	   1294	   1937	   3231	   2036	   1317	   3353	   -­‐	   -­‐	   -­‐	  
Publications	  landing	  page	  (http://ccafs.cgiar.org/publications/climate-­‐analogues-­‐finding-­‐
tomorrow%E2%80%99s-­‐agriculture-­‐today#.VGIE3YdGEr4)	  	  
	   -­‐	   -­‐	   -­‐	   102	   45	   147	   96	   40	   136	  
Over	  a	  two-­‐year	  period	  (2012-­‐2013),	  a	  total	  of	  6,584	  users	  visited	  the	  online	  analogues	  tool,	  with	  777	  
downloads	  (i.e.,	  results)	  occurring	  in	  2013	  (data	  not	  shown8).	  In	  2012,	  60%	  of	  users	  accessed	  the	  tool	  
more	  than	  once.	  Only	  39%	  of	  users	  did	  so	  in	  2013.	  Obviously,	  there	  appears	  to	  be	  interest	  in	  the	  tool,	  as	  
evidenced	  by	  the	  number	  of	  visits,	  but	  few	  visitors	  are	  actually	  using	  it	  to	  identify	  analogue	  sites,	  as	  
evidenced	  by	  the	  number	  of	  downloads	  versus	  webpage	  visits.	  	  
In	  addition,	  the	  CCAFS	  publication	  Climate	  Analogues:	  finding	  tomorrow’s	  agriculture	  today	  (Working	  
Paper	  No.	  12)	  provides	  a	  detailed	  description	  of	  the	  analogues	  tool,	  including	  technical	  details,	  
limitations	  and	  workarounds,	  and	  how	  to	  access	  it.	  While	  visits	  to	  the	  landing	  page	  on	  which	  the	  
working	  paper	  is	  described	  are	  low	  in	  both	  2013	  and	  2014	  (147	  and	  136,	  respectively),	  the	  publication	  
itself	  was	  downloaded	  (http://hdl.handle.net/10568/16420)	  127,	  311,	  and	  242	  times	  in	  2012,	  2013,	  and	  
2014,	  respectively.	  It	  is	  not	  clear	  to	  the	  ET	  how	  the	  publication	  can	  be	  downloaded	  from	  its	  permanent	  
address	  (http://hdl.handle.net/10568/16420)	  more	  times	  than	  visits	  were	  made	  to	  its	  landing	  page,	  but	  
we	  assume	  it	  is	  accessible	  from	  other	  webpages	  not	  associated	  with	  the	  CCAFS	  website.	  It	  may	  also	  be	  
the	  case	  that	  data	  is	  missing	  on	  visits	  to	  the	  landing	  page	  (e.g.,	  certain	  months	  of	  the	  year	  missing).	  A	  
Google	  Scholar	  search	  conducted	  on	  the	  publication	  indicates	  that	  Working	  Paper	  No.	  12	  has	  been	  cited	  
18	  times	  since	  2011.	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
7	  http://ccafs.cgiar.org/tool-­‐climate-­‐analogue-­‐tool#.VJC3wyvF-­‐kF.	   
8	  CIAT.	  2014.	  CCAFS	  Analogues:	  Annual	  Reporting	  2013.	  Cali:	  CIAT.	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In	  attempting	  to	  assess	  the	  analogues	  tool	  based	  on	  input	  from	  users,	  a	  key	  challenge	  immediately	  
presented	  itself:	  there	  was	  no	  requirement	  for	  registering	  in	  order	  to	  access	  the	  online	  tool,	  resulting	  in	  
a	  lack	  of	  user	  names	  and	  contact	  information	  for	  users	  of	  the	  online	  tool	  and	  other	  documents	  
associated	  with	  the	  tool.	  Rather,	  participant	  lists	  from	  workshops	  held	  in	  West	  Africa,	  East	  Africa,	  South	  
Asia,	  Rwanda	  and	  Tanzania	  provided	  user	  names	  and	  contact	  information	  for	  potential	  interviews.	  A	  
participant	  list	  was	  provided	  for	  a	  FAO-­‐sponsored	  workshop	  for	  Latin	  America	  and	  the	  Caribbean	  but	  
included	  no	  contact	  information	  for	  participants.	  	  
Out	  of	  79	  email	  requests	  for	  interviews,	  input	  was	  gathered	  from	  a	  total	  of	  ten	  “users”	  (i.e.,	  workshop	  
participants).	  After	  receiving	  only	  a	  few	  replies	  from	  the	  first	  round	  of	  solicitations,	  our	  tactics	  changed,	  
based	  on	  the	  hope	  that	  people	  might	  consider	  answering	  a	  few	  questions	  via	  email	  over	  actually	  
speaking	  with	  us	  via	  Skype.	  Thus,	  a	  very	  short	  questionnaire	  regarding	  the	  tool	  was	  developed	  and	  
emailed	  to	  a	  second	  round	  of	  workshop	  participants,	  which	  resulted	  in	  a	  similar	  number	  of	  responses	  as	  
the	  first	  round.	  	  
Perhaps	  the	  most	  interesting	  finding	  from	  the	  interviews	  is	  the	  positive	  change	  in	  thinking	  experienced	  
by	  some	  farmers	  about	  the	  impacts	  of	  climate	  change	  on	  their	  lives	  and	  livelihoods.	  According	  to	  a	  
stakeholder	  who	  attended	  an	  analogues	  workshop,	  the	  farmers	  with	  whom	  he	  works	  and	  who	  visited	  an	  
analogue	  site	  were	  surprised	  to	  learn	  that	  not	  only	  were	  there	  ways	  of	  dealing	  with	  climate	  change	  but	  
that	  climate	  change	  didn’t	  necessarily	  result	  in	  a	  reduction	  in	  the	  quality	  of	  life	  for	  those	  affected	  by	  it.	  
Before	  the	  visit	  to	  the	  analogue	  site,	  farmers	  were	  convinced	  that	  climate	  change	  predictions	  for	  their	  
village	  meant	  that	  “only	  bad	  things	  would	  happen	  in	  the	  future”.	  First-­‐hand	  knowledge	  of	  how	  such	  
challenges	  can	  be	  mitigated	  by	  farmers	  implementing	  climate-­‐smart	  agricultural	  practices	  and	  
adaptation	  techniques	  proved	  to	  be	  of	  more	  value	  than	  any	  workshop	  or	  training	  session	  could	  ever	  be.	  
All	  users	  interviewed	  felt	  the	  tool	  was	  very	  good,	  though	  there	  were	  some	  caveats.	  Generally,	  users	  
liked	  the	  idea	  of	  matching	  predicted	  climate	  conditions	  in	  one	  area	  (e.g.,	  a	  region	  or	  village	  in	  which	  they	  
are	  implementing	  programs)	  with	  analogous	  areas	  that	  currently	  experience	  the	  same	  climatic	  
conditions	  predicted	  for	  the	  original	  area,	  and	  the	  opportunity	  afforded	  by	  such	  analysis	  to	  farmers	  for	  
planning	  and	  implementing	  appropriate	  climate	  adaption	  and	  
mitigation	  practices.	  In	  particular,	  users	  felt	  that	  the	  tool	  can	  
contribute	  in	  significant	  ways	  to	  improved	  understanding	  by	  small	  
agricultural	  producers	  regarding	  the	  implications	  of	  climate	  change,	  
and	  the	  importance	  of	  adaption	  by	  offering	  farmers	  a	  view	  of	  their	  
future	  in	  regions	  where	  today’s	  growing	  conditions	  match	  those	  
that	  are	  predicted	  to	  exist	  in	  20-­‐30	  years.	  At	  its	  core,	  it	  encourages	  
the	  exchange	  of	  knowledge	  between	  farmers	  and	  communities	  
regarding	  the	  current	  agricultural	  practices	  that	  can	  help	  farmers	  
maintain	  productivity	  in	  the	  future	  despite	  potentially	  dramatic	  shifts	  in	  growing	  conditions.	  	  
A	  number	  of	  users	  interviewed	  indicated	  they	  are	  actively	  using	  the	  tool.	  In	  Kenya,	  the	  analogue	  tool	  has	  
been	  used	  at	  the	  sub-­‐county	  level	  to	  promote	  climate	  change	  adaptation	  strategies	  with	  farmers	  and	  to	  
identify	  analogue	  sites.	  It	  has	  been	  used	  in	  Niger	  to	  identify	  climate	  change	  adaptation	  strategies	  for	  
“[I]	  initially	  thought	  an	  
analogue	  site	  would	  be	  in	  
bad	  shape	  and	  portray	  a	  
negative	  view.”	  	  
~	  Stakeholder	  interview	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vegetable	  production.	  Though	  few	  farmer	  exchanges	  have	  yet	  occurred,	  plans	  are	  underway	  in	  some	  
countries	  (e.g.,	  Kenya)	  to	  provide	  training	  to	  local	  staff	  and	  to	  conduct	  farmer	  exchanges/study	  tours	  to	  
examine	  how	  farmers	  are	  adapting	  to	  current	  climatic	  conditions	  that	  are	  similar	  to	  those	  predicted	  in	  
the	  future.	  Users	  felt	  that	  the	  key	  is	  in	  how	  farmers	  respond,	  that	  is,	  what	  practices	  are	  implemented	  to	  
mitigate	  the	  impacts	  of	  future	  climate	  challenges.	  	  
Though	  the	  tool	  has	  not	  yet	  had	  much	  impact	  on	  decision-­‐making	  at	  higher	  levels	  of	  government,	  users	  
in	  Kenya	  and	  Rwanda	  indicated	  they	  are	  either	  using	  it	  at	  a	  county	  level	  for	  program	  planning	  or,	  as	  is	  
the	  case	  in	  Rwanda,	  information	  will	  be	  included	  in	  plans	  soon	  to	  be	  submitted	  to	  the	  national-­‐level	  
government	  office	  responsible	  for	  agricultural	  planning.	  It	  was	  noted	  in	  Kenya,	  however,	  that	  program	  
planning	  typically	  occurs	  at	  a	  higher	  policy	  level	  than	  the	  county	  level,	  the	  level	  at	  which	  it	  has	  thus	  far	  
been	  utilized.	  A	  number	  of	  users	  indicated	  they	  anticipate	  using	  it	  more	  widely	  in	  the	  future	  (e.g.,	  
planning,	  project	  targeting	  and	  site	  selection)	  but	  need	  more	  training	  on	  its	  use	  and	  implementation.	  
They	  did	  not	  yet	  feel	  comfortable	  or	  skilled	  enough	  to	  appropriately	  use	  it.	  
The	  need	  for	  more	  training	  was	  a	  common	  thread	  of	  concern	  for	  most	  users	  interviewed.	  With	  few	  
exceptions,	  users	  felt	  that	  the	  tool	  is	  sufficiently	  complex	  and	  requires	  more	  than	  a	  one-­‐week	  training.	  
Generally,	  trainings	  were	  considered	  to	  be	  quite	  good,	  just	  not	  sufficient	  for	  users	  to	  feel	  comfortable	  
with	  their	  knowledge	  of	  how	  to	  properly	  use	  it.	  The	  hands-­‐on	  work	  and	  handouts	  were	  greatly	  
appreciated	  but	  several	  users	  mentioned	  the	  need	  for	  a	  manual	  to	  help	  users	  understand	  the	  principles	  
underlying	  the	  approach	  and	  how	  to	  interpret	  results.	  Although	  an	  introductory	  tutorial	  is	  available	  
(http://www.ccafs-­‐analogues.org/tutorial/),	  several	  users	  felt	  specific	  training	  in	  programming	  for	  the	  R-­‐
based	  tool	  prior	  to	  or	  as	  part	  of	  the	  analogues	  workshop	  would	  be	  most	  beneficial.	  	  
Particularly	  for	  those	  with	  little	  or	  no	  training	  in	  programming,	  
users	  felt	  that	  training	  could	  be	  better	  matched	  to	  a	  “beginners”	  
level,	  or	  beginners	  trained	  separately,	  rather	  than	  as	  a	  group	  with	  
mixed	  levels	  of	  skills.	  Those	  new	  to	  the	  technology	  simply	  felt	  they	  
needed	  more	  time	  to	  assimilate	  and	  understand	  what	  they	  were	  
being	  taught.	  Unfortunately,	  the	  ET	  was	  not	  provided	  sufficient	  
background	  information	  on	  the	  analogues	  approach	  and	  
specifically	  on	  the	  workshops	  to	  resolve	  conflicting	  reports	  
regarding	  training.	  For	  example,	  most	  users	  indicated	  they	  had	  only	  
attended	  one	  training	  session	  (of	  one-­‐week	  duration)	  but	  there	  was	  also	  mention	  of	  a	  “second	  training	  
session”	  by	  several	  users	  (that	  included	  customizing	  the	  tool).	  It	  may	  be	  that	  those	  individuals	  attended	  
both	  regional	  and	  national	  workshops	  but	  that	  the	  analogues	  process	  itself	  does	  not	  typically	  involve	  
more	  than	  one	  one-­‐week	  session.	  In	  contrast,	  it	  may	  be	  that	  the	  analogues	  process	  is	  still	  recently	  new	  
and	  a	  second	  round	  of	  training	  workshops	  have	  not	  been	  scheduled	  or	  implemented	  with	  any	  regularity.	  	  
The	  main	  criticism	  of	  the	  tool	  raised	  by	  users	  involves	  their	  need	  for	  other	  types	  of	  data	  in	  addition	  to	  
soils,	  temperature,	  precipitation,	  etc.	  In	  particular,	  a	  number	  of	  users	  felt	  that	  socio-­‐economic	  data	  
would	  be	  critical	  to	  include	  because	  a	  site	  is	  not	  necessarily	  analogous	  based	  only	  on	  similarities	  in	  biotic	  
and	  abiotic	  characteristics	  related	  to	  agriculture.	  For	  example,	  two	  sites	  might	  be	  analogous	  in	  terms	  of	  
“The	  program	  was	  so	  good	  
but	  it	  needs	  a	  lot	  of	  time	  
for	  a	  new	  learner	  to	  
master	  it	  properly.”	  	  
~	  Stakeholder	  interview	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their	  basic	  climatic	  conditions	  but	  differ	  dramatically	  in	  terms	  of	  their	  livelihood	  potential	  and	  other	  
socio-­‐economic	  characteristics	  (e.g.,	  pastoralist	  versus	  non-­‐pastoralist	  livelihoods,	  nomadic	  versus	  
sedentary	  lifestyles).	  User	  insights	  may	  be	  outdated	  such	  that	  improvements	  to	  the	  tool	  have	  occurred	  
since	  they	  last	  used	  it	  (e.g.,	  inclusion	  of	  socio-­‐economic	  data	  to	  the	  analogues	  tool).	  	  	  
One	  user	  went	  so	  far	  as	  to	  suggest	  a	  lack	  of	  confidence	  in	  –	  or	  at	  least	  suspicion	  of	  –	  how	  representative	  
the	  data	  are,	  for	  example,	  if	  they	  are	  collected	  miles	  away	  from	  the	  site	  of	  interest.	  Other	  stakeholders	  
felt	  that	  still	  other	  types	  of	  data	  could	  be	  predicted	  through	  a	  global	  climate	  model	  (GCM),	  downscaled,	  
and	  included	  in	  the	  analogue	  tool	  to	  improve	  its	  projections	  (e.g.,	  evapotranspiration,	  wind,	  soil,	  
sunshine	  hours,	  relative	  humidity,	  start	  of	  season,	  end	  of	  season,	  length	  of	  season).	  	  
Of	  note,	  participants	  in	  the	  climate	  analogues	  tool	  workshops	  are	  for	  the	  most	  part	  “invited”	  to	  attend.	  
We	  assume	  this	  means	  the	  workshops	  are	  targeted	  to	  CCAFS	  
partners	  in	  particular	  and	  invitees	  are	  identified	  through	  some	  
internal	  process.9	  Suggestions	  made	  by	  interviewees	  regarding	  
how	  to	  increase	  its	  use	  by	  relevant	  stakeholders	  included:	  more	  
and	  better	  training	  in	  R	  (as	  well	  as	  	  manuals);	  more/longer	  hands-­‐
on	  training	  workshops	  in	  order	  to	  better	  incorporate	  learning,	  
particularly	  for	  those	  new	  to	  programming;	  training	  groups	  based	  
on	  level	  of	  skills	  (e.g.,	  those	  for	  whom	  programming	  is	  completely	  
new	  versus	  those	  with	  programming	  experience);	  collection	  of	  
village-­‐level	  data	  in	  order	  to	  improve	  accuracy	  of	  site	  
identification;	  incorporation	  of	  additional	  variables	  (e.g.,	  evapotranspiration	  rates,	  wind	  speed,	  	  number	  
of	  growing	  days,	  relative	  humidity,	  socioeconomic	  data);	  additional	  emissions	  scenarios;	  and	  updating	  
the	  tool	  for	  R	  v3.0.0	  and	  above.	  In	  particular,	  it	  was	  suggested	  that	  with	  the	  current	  level	  of	  interest	  in	  –	  
and	  funding	  for	  –	  adaptation	  to	  climate	  change	  and	  resilience,	  better	  uptake	  of	  the	  tool	  might	  be	  
achieved	  by	  promoting	  it	  as	  a	  means	  for	  linking	  to	  on-­‐going	  dialogues	  of	  resilience,	  CSA,	  etc.,	  which	  
could	  be	  facilitated	  by	  broadening	  the	  scope	  of	  stakeholders	  invited	  to	  participate	  in	  the	  workshops,	  
particularly	  at	  higher	  decision-­‐making	  levels.	  	  
All	  interviewees	  liked	  the	  analogues	  tool	  and	  anticipate	  its	  increased	  use,	  depending	  on	  their	  level	  of	  
comfort	  with	  –	  and	  understanding	  of	  –	  the	  tool	  itself.	  Although	  not	  widely	  used	  yet,	  it	  is	  being	  used	  
locally	  to	  identify	  adaptation	  strategies	  from	  analogous	  sites,	  helping	  farmers	  figure	  out	  how	  to	  adapt	  to	  
a	  changing	  climate	  (e.g.,	  which	  crops	  to	  grow,	  which	  adaptation	  practices	  to	  implement).	  With	  the	  single	  
exception	  mentioned	  above,	  there	  was	  general	  agreement	  that	  the	  tool	  has	  not	  yet	  changed	  their	  
thinking	  or	  behavior	  so	  much	  as	  it	  has	  reinforced	  what	  is	  already	  known	  about	  climate	  change	  
adaptation	  and	  mitigation.	  
CCAFS	  Climate	  Portal	  
Analysis	  of	  the	  CCAFS	  Climate	  Portal	  draws	  on	  several	  sources	  of	  data;	  users	  can	  download	  10	  different	  
datasets	  through	  the	  portal.	  Analysis	  of	  the	  climate	  portal	  for	  this	  review	  involves	  nine	  of	  the	  ten,	  with	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
9	  No	  documentation	  was	  provided	  to	  the	  ET	  that	  might	  have	  provided	  more	  context	  for	  and	  understanding	  of	  user	  comments.	  
“If	  folks	  in	  northern	  Kenya	  
are	  to	  learn	  from	  folks	  in	  
western	  Kenya,	  everything	  
is	  very	  different	  even	  if	  the	  
climate	  is	  similar.”	  	  
~	  Stakeholder	  interview	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analysis	  of	  the	  MarkSimGCM	  dataset	  presented	  separately	  (see	  below).	  User	  names	  and	  contact	  
information	  were	  provided	  by	  CIAT	  from	  information	  gleaned	  directly	  from	  files	  downloaded	  from	  the	  
portal.	  Individuals	  must	  register	  in	  order	  to	  access	  the	  various	  models	  available	  through	  the	  portal,	  
essentially	  generating	  a	  list	  of	  users.	  The	  following	  analysis	  is	  based	  on	  information	  from	  individuals	  who	  
not	  only	  accessed	  but	  downloaded	  at	  least	  one	  file	  from	  at	  least	  one	  of	  the	  nine	  climate	  models	  
available	  through	  the	  portal	  between	  February	  2012	  and	  October	  2014.	  Figure	  3	  presents	  data	  on	  the	  
percentage	  of	  dataset	  downloads	  made	  from	  the	  nine	  climate	  models	  available	  through	  the	  CCAFS	  
Climate	  Portal.	  
Between	  February	  2012	  and	  October	  2014,	  a	  total	  of	  18,370	  datasets	  were	  downloaded	  from	  the	  portal	  
by	  a	  total	  of	  2,814	  unique	  users,	  over	  one-­‐half	  of	  which	  (58%)	  downloaded	  data	  from	  the	  portal	  more	  
than	  once.	  Fully	  42%	  downloaded	  data	  only	  once	  over	  the	  nearly	  two-­‐year	  timeframe.	  Depending	  on	  
how	  the	  data	  were	  used	  (e.g.,	  for	  a	  thesis	  or	  dissertation	  versus	  on-­‐going	  research),	  this	  may	  represent	  
either	  a	  missed	  opportunity	  (i.e.,	  users	  never	  returned	  to	  the	  portal)	  or	  an	  opportunity	  for	  more	  in-­‐
depth	  analysis	  of	  the	  data	  in	  order	  to	  improve	  targeting	  and	  use	  of	  the	  site	  (i.e.,	  what	  types	  of	  users	  
were	  one-­‐time	  only	  users,	  what	  types	  of	  research	  where	  they	  conducting).	  Of	  the	  total	  number	  of	  
downloads,	  the	  most	  commonly	  downloaded	  dataset	  was	  from	  the	  Delta	  Method	  IPCC	  AR4	  climate	  
model,	  followed	  by	  the	  Climgen	  and	  AR3	  datasets.	  The	  remaining	  six	  datasets	  each	  represent	  less	  than	  
5%	  of	  the	  total	  number	  of	  downloads.	  
Figure	  3.	  Downloaded	  data	  files	  by	  users	  of	  the	  CCAFS	  Climate	  Portal	  (www.ccafs-­‐cgiar.org)	  .	  
	  
Figure	  4	  presents	  the	  global	  distribution	  –	  by	  country	  –	  of	  the	  2,814	  unique	  users	  who	  downloaded	  at	  
least	  one	  dataset	  from	  the	  CCAFS	  climate	  portal	  between	  2012	  and	  2014.	  The	  majority	  were	  located	  in	  
Europe	  (23%)	  and	  North	  America	  (24%),	  followed	  closely	  by	  Asia	  (19%).	  The	  remaining	  users	  were	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located	  in	  South	  America	  (15%),	  Africa	  (7%),	  Oceania	  (3%),	  Central	  America	  (3%)	  or	  the	  Middle	  East	  (2%).	  
An	  additional	  2%	  represented	  multiple	  regions.	  	  
Figure	  4.	  Global	  distribution	  of	  the	  CCAFS	  Climate	  Portal	  users,	  2012-­‐2014	  (www.ccafs-­‐climate.org).	  
	  
Most	  users	  interviewed	  had	  learned	  about	  the	  CCAFS	  climate	  model	  tools	  either	  through	  colleagues	  
(often	  within	  the	  CG-­‐system),	  academic	  advisors	  or	  internet	  searches.	  One	  user	  indicated	  that	  the	  portal	  
is	  promoted	  through	  tutorials	  for	  Maximum	  Entropy	  Modeling	  (MaxEnt)	  and	  Diva-­‐GIS	  software	  
programs.	  MaxEnt	  is	  an	  R	  program	  for	  modeling	  species	  distributions	  and	  Diva-­‐GIS	  is	  useful	  for	  mapping	  
and	  analyzing	  biodiversity	  data,	  such	  as	  species	  distributions.	  
Figure	  5	  shows	  the	  types	  of	  institutions	  to	  which	  user	  of	  the	  CCAFS	  Climate	  Portal	  were	  affiliated.	  The	  
vast	  majority	  of	  users	  (67%)	  were	  affiliated	  with	  a	  university	  or	  university-­‐affiliated	  research	  institute.	  
The	  next	  largest	  user	  group	  included	  individuals	  from	  a	  government	  entity	  (11%),	  followed	  by	  a	  research	  
entity10	  (8%).	  Less	  than	  5%	  of	  users	  were	  affiliated	  with	  each	  of	  the	  following:	  a	  NGO/NFP	  (3%),	  private	  
entity	  (4%),	  and	  multilateral	  agency	  such	  as	  CGIAR,	  FAO,	  and	  WB	  (5%).	  Three	  percent	  could	  not	  be	  
classified.	  As	  previously	  mentioned,	  it	  was	  not	  always	  easy	  to	  classify	  an	  institutional	  affiliation	  based	  on	  
the	  data	  provided.	  Thus,	  there	  is	  undoubtedly	  either	  upward	  or	  downward	  bias	  for	  any	  individual	  
institutional	  type,	  though	  the	  overall	  results	  are	  not	  likely	  to	  differ	  markedly;	  most	  users	  of	  the	  CCAFS	  
Climate	  Portal	  are	  affiliated	  with	  a	  university.	  
Figure	  5.	  Institutional	  affiliations	  of	  CCAFS	  Climate	  Portal	  users,	  2012-­‐2014.	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
10	   This	   category	   was	   created	   for	   institutes	   that	   were	   unidentifiable	   through	   a	   Google	   Search	   but	   for	   which	   a	   reasonable	  
intended	  use	  statement	  had	  been	  provided.	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The	  data	  provided	  by	  CIAT	  included	  open-­‐ended	  questions	  on	  how	  users	  intended	  to	  use	  the	  data	  they	  
downloaded,	  rather	  than	  a	  menu	  of	  pre-­‐determined	  choices,	  which	  meant	  that	  some	  grouping	  was	  
required	  in	  order	  to	  summarize	  user	  responses.	  The	  ET	  acknowledges	  that	  this	  likely	  resulted	  in	  some	  
mischaracterization	  of	  individual	  responses,	  as	  well	  as	  potential	  overlap	  of	  groupings.	  For	  example,	  use	  
reported	  as	  ‘research’	  was	  classified	  as	  academic	  if	  the	  user	  was	  affiliated	  with	  a	  university	  or	  other	  
academic	  institution	  but	  as	  research	  if	  the	  user	  was	  affiliated	  with	  a	  government	  entity	  (e.g.,	  agricultural	  
research	  station,	  ministry,	  municipality),	  and	  as	  PhD/Higher	  Ed	  if	  the	  user	  specifically	  mentioned	  the	  
research	  as	  part	  of	  his/her	  dissertation	  or	  thesis.	  Although	  data	  downloaded	  from	  the	  climate	  portal	  are	  
generally	  used	  for	  climate	  change	  modeling	  and	  prediction,	  several	  categories	  emerged	  based	  on	  users’	  
descriptions	  of	  how	  they	  intended	  to	  use	  the	  data.	  	  
Figure	  6	  reports	  the	  use	  to	  which	  users	  indicated	  they	  would	  put	  datasets	  downloaded	  from	  the	  climate	  
portal.	  Of	  the	  2,814	  total	  unique	  users	  in	  the	  data	  file	  provided	  by	  CIAT,	  approximately	  one-­‐third	  (31%)	  
indicated	  the	  data	  would	  be	  used	  for	  academic	  and/or	  research	  purposes	  and	  another	  third	  for	  species	  
distribution	  modeling/ecological	  niche	  modeling	  (SDM/ENM).	  This	  included	  entries	  that	  referred	  to	  
MaxEnt	  (an	  SDM	  modeling	  technique),	  specific	  habitats,	  and	  geographic	  region.	  Entries	  with	  keywords	  
such	  as	  ‘climate’,	  ‘modeling’,	  ‘planning’,	  or	  words	  associated	  with	  weather	  (e.g.,	  precipitation,	  
temperature,	  rainfall)	  were	  coded	  as	  ‘Climate’	  (14%).	  The	  remaining	  categories	  were	  created	  if	  there	  
were	  approximate	  and/or	  exact	  wording	  provided	  that	  related	  to	  agriculture	  (5%),	  water	  (3%),	  and	  GIS	  
applications	  (2%).	  Five	  percent	  could	  not	  be	  categorized.	  	  
Figure	  6.	  Intended	  use	  of	  data	  downloaded	  from	  the	  climate	  portal	  (www.ccafs-­‐clilmate.org).	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In	  order	  to	  gain	  more	  insights	  into	  how	  information	  from	  the	  climate	  portal	  is	  being	  used,	  a	  subset	  of	  
users	  were	  purposively	  selected	  for	  interviews	  from	  the	  list	  of	  2,814	  total	  unique	  users	  in	  an	  attempt	  to	  
ensure	  representation	  from	  different	  types	  of	  institutions	  (e.g.,	  universities,	  government	  entities,	  NGOs)	  
and	  regions	  of	  the	  world	  (e.g.,	  Asia,	  Africa,	  Europe,	  US).	  
Emails	  were	  sent	  to	  a	  total	  of	  826	  selected	  users	  (sequential	  groups	  of	  several	  hundred	  each,	  based	  on	  
the	  response	  rate	  of	  previous	  requests)	  soliciting	  their	  participation	  in	  one-­‐on-­‐one	  Skype	  interviews.	  This	  
represented	  approximately	  one-­‐third	  of	  the	  total	  number	  of	  unique	  users	  that	  had	  downloaded	  files	  
from	  the	  portal.	  Of	  those,	  63	  were	  unserviceable	  addresses	  (e.g.,	  no	  longer	  existed)	  and	  four	  were	  auto-­‐
reply	  messages.	  Of	  the	  remaining	  759,	  a	  total	  of	  32	  users	  responded,	  eight	  of	  whom	  declined	  to	  be	  
interviewed	  either	  due	  to	  lack	  of	  English	  skills,	  or	  the	  data	  were	  not	  relevant	  to	  their	  needs.	  Ultimately,	  
22	  users	  provided	  insights	  into	  how	  they	  are	  using	  the	  portal,	  either	  via	  a	  Skype	  interview	  or	  by	  
responding	  to	  a	  set	  of	  questions	  provided	  via	  email.11	  
Six	  users	  indicated	  that	  datasets	  downloaded	  from	  the	  CCAFS	  portal	  were	  used	  by	  decision-­‐makers,	  for	  
example,	  to	  prioritize	  conservation	  efforts	  in	  the	  US,	  for	  policy	  and	  planning	  in	  national	  parks/wildlife	  
reserves	  and	  by	  municipalities	  in	  Thailand,	  for	  designing	  programs	  based	  on	  a	  Theory	  of	  Change,	  and	  
shifting	  the	  focus	  of	  a	  maize	  breeding	  program	  to	  heat	  stress	  in	  Southern	  Africa.	  The	  low	  rate	  of	  use	  for	  
decision-­‐making	  may	  be	  due,	  in	  part,	  to	  the	  relatively	  technical	  nature	  of	  the	  tools	  (i.e.,	  climate	  models)	  
and	  level	  of	  understanding/skills	  needed	  to	  interpret	  results.	  Translating	  complex	  technical	  information	  
into	  language	  that	  is	  easily	  understood	  by	  non-­‐technical	  decision-­‐makers	  is	  a	  challenge	  in	  the	  best	  of	  
circumstances.	  Coupled	  with	  what	  are	  often	  limited	  opportunities	  for	  researchers	  and	  policy-­‐makers	  to	  
interact	  with	  each	  other	  (e.g.,	  in	  meetings,	  conferences,	  workshops),	  uptake	  by	  relevant	  end-­‐users	  can	  
be	  challenging.	  In	  contrast,	  the	  low	  reported	  use	  by	  decision-­‐makers	  may	  simply	  be	  an	  artifact	  of	  the	  
individuals	  reporting	  (i.e.,	  they	  simply	  do	  not	  know	  how/if	  datasets	  might	  be	  used	  by	  decision-­‐makers).	  	  
Users	  cited	  several	  aspects	  they	  like	  about	  the	  CCAFS	  tools	  and	  data.	  These	  include	  an	  appreciation	  for	  
simplicity,	  accessibility	  (free	  and	  open	  access),	  format	  homogeneity	  across	  the	  tools,	  ease	  of	  use	  with	  
good	  downscaling	  methods	  and	  a	  wide	  range	  of	  parameters	  (e.g.,	  variety	  of	  time	  scales,	  resolutions	  and	  
climate	  models).	  Most	  users	  were	  very	  satisfied	  with	  the	  climate	  portal	  tool	  and	  felt	  it	  provided	  better	  or	  
comparable	  functionality	  and	  utility	  than	  other	  websites	  and	  tools	  they	  had	  used.	  	  
The	  primary	  complaint	  about	  the	  tools	  in	  the	  climate	  portal	  concerned	  resolution;	  most	  felt	  the	  tool	  
would	  be	  improved	  by	  increasing	  the	  resolution	  by	  further	  downscaling	  of	  the	  data.	  For	  certain	  tools,	  
increasing	  the	  temporal	  scale	  (i.e.,	  to	  daily	  records	  from	  monthly)	  would	  be	  useful.	  Another	  user	  
reported	  a	  large	  deviation	  of	  the	  PRECIS	  model	  against	  his/her	  own	  data	  and	  suggested	  that	  users	  be	  
alerted	  to	  the	  margin	  of	  error	  for	  a	  given	  model,	  particularly	  if	  users	  are	  not	  necessarily	  climate	  change	  
experts.	  A	  few	  users	  expressed	  a	  desire	  to	  have	  less	  cumbersome	  methods	  of	  downloading,	  including	  
providing	  instructions	  in	  R	  or	  other	  software	  platforms,	  making	  batch	  mode	  available,	  and	  providing	  
paleoclimate	  data	  in	  ASCII	  format.	  	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
11	  As	  previously	  noted,	  we	  reverted	  to	  emailing	  questions	  in	  hopes	  of	   increasing	  the	  response	  rate,	  particularly	  from	  those	  in	  
distant	  time	  zones	  where	  scheduling	  Skype	  calls	  was	  difficult.	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MarkSim	  
Based	  on	  data	  provided	  by	  CIAT,	  a	  total	  of	  496	  unique	  users	  downloaded	  MarkSim	  data	  (includes	  all	  file	  types)	  between	  May	  
types)	  between	  May	  2012	  and	  September	  2014	  (	  
	  
Figure	  7).	  Although	  the	  marksim_standalone.zip	  file	  was	  downloaded	  most	  frequently,	  there	  was	  no	  
single	  dataset	  that	  stands	  out	  above	  and	  beyond	  all	  others.	  Four	  appear	  to	  be	  downloaded	  less	  
frequently	  (i.e.,	  gcm5data.zip,	  marksim_standalone_v2.zip,	  MarkDat_v2.zip	  and	  marksimCD.iso).	  	  
	  
	  
Figure	  7.	  Downloaded	  data	  files	  by	  users	  of	  MarkSim.	  
	  
The	  data	  provided	  by	  CIAT	  did	  not	  include	  information	  on	  the	  users’	  location,	  other	  than	  the	  geographic	  
region	  in	  which	  the	  institutions	  were	  located	  (Figure	  8).	  Most	  users	  of	  MarkSim	  data	  were	  affiliated	  with	  
institutions	  located	  in	  Asia	  (27%),	  with	  nearly	  equal	  numbers	  of	  users	  located	  in	  either	  Europe	  (19%)	  or	  
North	  America	  (17%).	  Approximately	  10%	  were	  located	  in	  Africa	  and	  South	  America,	  with	  the	  rest	  either	  
in	  the	  Middle	  East	  (5%),	  Oceania	  (3%)	  or	  Central	  America	  (3%).	  	  
Figure	  8.	  Global	  distribution	  of	  MarkSim	  users.	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As	  was	  the	  case	  for	  users	  of	  the	  CCAFS	  Climate	  Portal,	  the	  majority	  (55%)	  of	  MarkSim	  users	  were	  affiliated	  with	  a	  university	  
affiliated	  with	  a	  university	  or	  university-­‐affiliated	  research	  institute	  (	  
	  
Figure	  9Fel!	  Ogiltig	  självreferens	  i	  bokmärke.).	  Thirteen	  percent	  of	  users	  were	  affiliated	  with	  a	  
government	  entity,	  followed	  by	  multilateral	  agencies	  (12%),	  a	  private	  entity	  (7%),	  an	  unidentifiable	  
research	  entity	  (5%),	  and	  a	  NGO/NFP	  (4%).	  Four	  percent	  of	  user	  responses	  were	  unclassifiable.	  
	  
	  
Figure	  9.	  Institutional	  affiliation	  of	  MarkSim	  users.	  
	  
Of	  those	  users	  who	  specifically	  downloaded	  datasets	  from	  MarkSim,	  over	  one-­‐third	  (34%)	  reported	  
using	  the	  data	  for	  academic	  and/or	  research	  purposes	  (Figure	  10).	  As	  previously	  noted,	  use	  reported	  as	  
‘research’	  was	  classified	  as	  academic	  if	  the	  user	  was	  affiliated	  with	  a	  university	  or	  other	  academic	  
institution	  but	  as	  research	  if	  the	  user	  was	  affiliated	  with	  a	  government	  entity	  (e.g.,	  agricultural	  research	  
station,	  government	  ministry,	  municipality),	  and	  as	  PhD/Higher	  Ed	  if	  the	  user	  specifically	  mentioned	  the	  
research	  as	  part	  of	  his/her	  dissertation	  or	  thesis.	  Only	  6%	  of	  users	  reported	  using	  the	  data	  for	  their	  PhD	  
or	  higher	  education	  degree,	  though	  none	  indicated	  their	  area	  of	  research.	  Climate	  modeling	  was	  
reported	  by	  21%	  of	  respondents.	  Fifteen	  percent	  of	  users	  reported	  using	  MarkSim	  datasets	  for	  
agricultural	  purposes,	  followed	  by	  11%	  for	  SDM/ENM,	  3%	  for	  water,	  and	  2%	  for	  GIS	  applications.	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Figure	  10.	  Intended	  use	  of	  data	  downloaded	  from	  MarkSim.	  
	  
An	  important	  use	  of	  climate	  prediction	  datasets	  is	  in	  crop	  modeling.	  DSSAT	  is	  a	  software	  application	  that	  
is	  designed	  to	  provide	  crop	  simulation	  models	  for	  more	  than	  28	  crops	  (as	  of	  Version	  4.5),	  including	  
simulation	  of	  growth,	  development,	  and	  yield	  as	  a	  function	  of	  soil-­‐plant-­‐atmosphere	  dynamics.	  DSSAT	  
utilizes	  information	  from	  soil,	  weather,	  crop	  management,	  experimental	  data,	  and	  information	  from	  
utilities	  and	  application	  programs	  to	  provide	  estimates	  of	  crop	  performance	  under	  future	  climate	  
scenarios.12	  As	  one	  of	  the	  tools	  available	  on	  the	  CCAFS	  website,	  the	  MarkSim	  DSSAT	  weather	  file	  
generator	  (http://gisweb.ciat.cgiar.org/MarkSimGCM/)	  produces	  files	  ready	  for	  use	  with	  DSSAT.	  
Although	  DSSAT	  itself	  is	  outside	  the	  scope	  of	  this	  review,	  we	  designed	  a	  very	  short	  survey	  explicitly	  for	  
DSSAT	  users	  in	  an	  attempt	  to	  assess	  whether	  they	  are	  actually	  using	  MarkSimGCM	  data,	  given	  its	  very	  
explicit	  design.	  	  
The	  short	  survey	  included	  only	  eight	  questions,	  one	  of	  which	  was	  demographic	  in	  nature	  (Annex	  E).	  At	  
the	  recommendation	  of	  Gerrit	  Hoogenboom,	  Director	  of	  the	  Washington	  Agricultural	  Weather	  Network,	  
the	  survey	  was	  sent	  to	  the	  DSSAT	  community	  of	  users	  through	  a	  listserv	  at	  the	  University	  of	  Georgia.	  A	  
total	  of	  100	  respondents	  completed	  some	  part	  of	  the	  survey	  between	  October	  27	  and	  November	  20,	  
2014.	  	  
When	  asked	  to	  identify	  their	  line	  of	  work	  (i.e.,	  their	  title	  or	  position)	  (n=83),	  23%	  self-­‐identified	  as	  
‘professor’	  at	  a	  university,	  22%	  as	  a	  PhD	  or	  other	  student,	  38%	  as	  a	  ‘researcher’	  (including	  assistant,	  
associate,	  senior,	  principal,	  technician,	  and	  officer),	  and	  5%	  listed	  themselves	  as	  ‘modelers’.	  The	  
remaining	  responses	  (12%)	  included	  self-­‐employed,	  consultant,	  and	  several	  descriptions	  that	  defied	  
categorization	  (e.g.,	  Mr.).	  Figure	  11	  shows	  the	  breakdown	  of	  users	  based	  on	  their	  institutional	  
affiliations.	  In	  parallel	  to	  how	  respondents	  self-­‐identified	  above,	  most	  users	  are	  associated	  with	  a	  
university	  (61%)	  including	  as	  a	  professor	  and	  PhD	  or	  other	  student,	  followed	  by	  an	  affiliation	  with	  a	  
government	  entity	  (23%),	  and	  CGIAR	  center	  (10%).	  Only	  4%	  and	  1%	  of	  users	  reported	  working	  for	  a	  
private	  entity	  or	  NGO/not-­‐for-­‐profit	  (NFP)	  institution,	  respectively.	  	  
Figure	  11.	  DSSAT	  user	  institutional	  affiliations	  (n=81).	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  http://dssat.net/about.	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All	  respondents	  were	  required	  to	  indicate	  whether	  they	  used	  MarkSimGCM	  as	  an	  input	  into	  DSSAT.	  
Somewhat	  surprisingly,	  only	  40%	  of	  respondents	  indicated	  they	  had	  used	  MarkSim.	  Thus,	  the	  majority	  of	  
DSSAT	  users	  surveyed	  reported	  they	  did	  not	  actually	  use	  weather	  data	  generated	  through	  MarkSim.	  The	  
primary	  reason	  provided	  for	  not	  using	  MarkSim	  was	  simply	  that	  respondents	  were	  not	  aware	  of	  it	  as	  an	  
available	  tool.	  Of	  users	  who	  reported	  not	  using	  MarkSim	  (n=60)	  approximately	  one-­‐half	  indicated	  they	  
did	  not	  know	  about	  it.	  Other	  reasons	  for	  not	  using	  MarkSim	  included	  the	  large	  file	  size	  and	  inability	  to	  
download,	  lack	  of	  trust	  in	  generated	  weather	  data	  (e.g.,	  in	  contrast	  to	  using	  their	  own	  locally-­‐collected	  
data),	  and	  poor	  temporal	  and/or	  spatial	  resolution	  per	  user	  needs.	  A	  number	  of	  respondents	  indicated	  
they	  were	  aware	  of	  MarkSim	  but	  had	  little	  experience	  in	  its	  use,	  though	  some	  indicated	  they	  intended	  to	  
learn	  more	  about	  it.	  One	  respondent	  specifically	  mentioned	  using	  the	  Australian	  Institute	  of	  Marine	  
Science	  (AIMS)	  database	  because	  it	  was	  more	  “extensive”.	  
Of	  those	  DSSAT	  users	  who	  reported	  using	  MarkSim	  (n=40),	  30	  individuals	  rated	  the	  usefulness	  of	  
MarkSim	  datasets	  (Figure	  12).	  The	  overwhelming	  majority	  of	  respondents	  (80%)	  rated	  MarkSim	  data	  as	  
excellent	  or	  good.	  No	  respondents	  rated	  it	  as	  poor.	  	  
Figure	  12.	  DSSAT	  user	  perceptions	  on	  usefulness	  of	  MarkSim	  datasets	  (n=30).	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In	  general,	  DSSAT	  users	  who	  use	  MarkSim	  datasets	  indicated	  that	  MarkSim	  is	  easy	  to	  use	  and	  provides	  a	  
large	  number	  of	  GCMs/scenarios,	  from	  which	  an	  ensemble	  mean	  can	  be	  calculated.	  The	  generation	  of	  
DSSAT-­‐ready	  files	  was	  also	  listed	  as	  a	  plus.	  Suggestions	  for	  improvement	  included:	  production	  of	  climate	  
data	  files	  with	  .WTH	  extensions;	  the	  ability	  to	  incorporate	  base	  data	  for	  RCP	  scenarios;	  an	  option	  for	  
accessing	  real-­‐world	  weather	  data,	  if	  available;	  better	  user	  guides/manuals,	  particularly	  with	  detailed	  
instructions	  for	  inputting	  MarkSim-­‐generated	  weather	  data	  into	  DSSAT;	  providing	  more	  details	  
regarding	  accuracy	  of	  the	  various	  GCMs;	  better	  linkages	  to	  Google	  maps;	  and	  the	  ability	  to	  generate	  
historical	  weather	  data.	  
Just	  over	  one-­‐half	  (51%)	  of	  all	  respondents	  (n=100)	  reported	  that	  they	  use	  other	  sources	  of	  climate	  data	  
for	  their	  research/work.	  Seventeen	  percent	  use	  their	  own	  or	  locally	  collected	  weather	  data,	  while	  11%	  
indicated	  they	  use	  recognized	  weather	  services	  (e.g.,	  NASA-­‐Power,	  NOAA	  (e.g.,	  National	  Climatic	  Data	  
Center),	  Weatherman).	  Other	  sources	  of	  climate	  data	  included:	  	  
• INFOCROP	  model	  
• Atmosphere-­‐Ocean	  General	  Circulation	  Model	  (AOGCM)	  
• Statistical	  Downscaling	  Model	  (SDSM)	  
• PRECIS	  RCM	  
• CSIRO	  OzClim	  Climate	  Change	  Scenario	  Builder	  
• Agroclimate	  tools	  
• CLIMGEN	  
• AIMS	  
Future	  Scenarios	  
CCAFS	  initiated	  the	  Future	  Scenarios	  as	  a	  methodology	  to	  develop	  a	  series	  of	  plausible	  and	  context-­‐
specific	  narratives	  about	  future	  development	  pathways.	  The	  scenarios	  approach	  engages	  a	  broad	  range	  
of	  stakeholders	  from	  diverse	  sectors	  of	  government,	  research	  and	  academic	  institutions,	  non-­‐
governmental	  and	  civil	  society	  organizations,	  and	  the	  private	  sector.	  Rather	  than	  defining	  a	  single,	  most	  
likely	  scenario,	  the	  methodology	  seeks	  to	  develop	  multiple,	  yet	  structured	  scenarios	  that	  account	  for	  
complexity	  and	  uncertainty.	  The	  scenarios	  draw	  on	  a	  range	  of	  perspectives,	  integrating	  knowledge	  and	  
data	  from	  multiple	  sectors	  and	  communities	  of	  practice,	  including	  climate	  change,	  agriculture,	  food	  
security,	  the	  environment,	  and	  the	  socio-­‐economic	  sphere.	  The	  scenarios	  then	  provide	  a	  vehicle	  to	  test	  
and	  evaluate	  alternative	  policy	  options	  and	  formulate	  investment	  proposals.	  	  
The	  process	  involves	  a	  sequence	  of	  collaborative	  workshops	  in	  which	  participants	  first	  develop	  narrative	  
scenarios	  using	  a	  2050	  time	  horizon.	  These	  exploratory	  scenarios	  are	  then	  quantified	  through	  multiple	  
models13	  and	  then	  presented	  to	  stakeholders	  to	  evaluate	  alternative	  adaptation	  pathways.14	  In	  addition	  
to	  the	  workshop	  events,	  CCAFS	  has	  produced	  several	  publications,	  blog	  postings,	  and	  videos	  on	  the	  
scenarios	  approach	  (Annex	  F).	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
13Two	  models	  are	  used	  to	  quantify	  the	  scenarios:	  the	  International	  Model	  for	  Policy	  Analysis	  of	  Agricultural	  Commodities	  and	  
Trade	  (IMPACT)	  and	  the	  Global	  Biomass	  Optimization	  Model	  (GLOBIOM).	  
14	  For	  an	  in-­‐depth	  discussion	  of	  the	  CCAFS	  Futures	  Scenarios	  process,	  see	  Vervoort	  et	  al.	  2014.	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To	  facilitate	  interviews	  for	  this	  review,	  CCAFS	  provided	  information	  for	  313	  participants	  in	  nine	  
workshops	  representing	  all	  of	  the	  regions	  where	  the	  scenarios	  processes	  are	  underway,	  between	  June	  
2013	  and	  October	  2014.	  From	  this	  group	  of	  participants,	  the	  ET	  emailed	  interview	  requests	  to	  98	  
individuals,	  selected	  to	  capture	  a	  range	  of	  institutional	  affiliations	  and	  country/regional	  contexts.	  A	  total	  
of	  29	  individuals	  responded,	  leading	  to	  interviews	  with	  20	  participants,	  three	  of	  whom	  participated	  in	  
more	  than	  one	  workshop	  event	  and	  two	  who	  are	  engaged	  in	  coordination	  and	  facilitation	  activities.	  Of	  
the	  29	  respondents,	  one	  did	  not	  recall	  participating	  in	  a	  CCAFS	  event	  and	  eight	  were	  not	  available	  due	  to	  
scheduling	  conflicts	  and	  time	  constraints.	  See	  Annex	  B	  for	  a	  list	  of	  interviewees.	  
From	  September	  2010	  to	  November	  2014,	  CCAFS	  has	  facilitated	  or	  co-­‐facilitated	  24	  Futures	  Scenarios	  
workshops	  involving	  approximately	  660	  stakeholders.15,16	  Over	  250	  organizations	  have	  participated	  in	  
scenarios	  workshops	  (CCAFS	  2014).	  Most	  of	  these	  workshops	  have	  been	  regional	  in	  focus	  (Figure	  13).	  
From	  the	  outset	  of	  the	  initiative,	  CCAFS	  pursued	  a	  regional	  approach	  to	  scenario-­‐building	  work,	  to	  better	  
encompass	  cross-­‐national	  environmental	  change,	  climatic	  perturbations,	  as	  well	  as	  socio-­‐economic	  
factors	  such	  as	  intra-­‐regional	  commodities	  trade	  and	  policy	  institutions	  (e.g.,	  ECOWAS,	  ASEAN)	  
(Chaudhury	  et	  al.	  2012).	  CCAFS	  conceived	  of	  regional	  scenarios	  as	  a	  bridge	  between	  global	  scenarios	  
(e.g.,	  IPCC)	  and	  national	  or	  local-­‐level	  decision	  making	  (Vervoort	  2014).	  Several	  participants	  interviewed	  
for	  this	  assessment	  commented	  on	  the	  benefits	  of	  regional	  level	  workshops,	  recognizing	  that	  the	  
challenge	  of	  achieving	  food	  security	  in	  light	  of	  climate	  variability	  is	  not	  bound	  by	  national	  borders.	  For	  
West	  Africa	  and	  South	  Asia,	  for	  example,	  participants	  credited	  the	  scenarios	  workshops	  with	  creating	  a	  
space	  where	  participants	  could	  discuss	  politically	  sensitive	  issues	  to	  arrive	  at	  a	  common	  regional	  
perspective	  that	  embraced	  multi-­‐country	  collaboration—a	  significant	  positive	  outcome	  of	  the	  process.	  
In	  turn,	  however,	  participants	  widely	  acknowledged	  that,	  to	  be	  effective,	  the	  process	  needs	  to	  be	  
downscaled	  to	  the	  country-­‐level,	  where	  national	  planning	  processes	  and	  policy	  initiatives	  take	  place.	  	  
Figure	  13.	  Futures	  Scenarios	  Workshops.	  
	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
15	  While	   this	   assessment	   covers	   the	   period	   from	   2011-­‐2014,	   CCAFS	   conducted	   three	  workshops	   from	  August	   to	   September	  
2010.	  
16	  From	  2010	  through	  2013,	  361	  stakeholders	  reportedly	  participated	  in	  the	  workshops	  (Carey	  2014:47).	  At	  the	  time	  of	  writing,	  
data	  disaggregated	  by	  workshop	  was	  not	  available	  for	  all	  workshops	  during	  this	  time	  frame.	  Data	  provided	  by	  CCAFS	  for	  2014	  
indicates	  participation	  of	  302	  individuals	  in	  this	  year	  alone.	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“The	  measure	  of	  success	  
is	  policy	  impact.”	  
~	  CCAFS	  team	  
A	  defining	  characteristic	  of	  the	  CCAFS	  scenarios	  initiative	  is	  the	  demonstrated	  capacity	  to	  adapt	  the	  
methodology	  and	  scope	  in	  a	  demand-­‐driven	  fashion	  (Carey	  2014;	  Vervoort	  2014).	  Over	  time,	  CCAFS	  
adjusted	  the	  methodology	  from	  a	  standard	  2x2	  deductive	  process	  to	  one	  that	  allows	  for	  four	  to	  six	  
change	  factors,	  allowing	  for	  more	  dimensions	  to	  be	  captured	  in	  the	  scenarios	  process.	  The	  process	  was	  
also	  condensed	  and	  tailored	  to	  feed	  into	  existing	  or	  in-­‐progress	  planning	  and	  policy	  development.	  As	  
noted	  by	  a	  CCAFS	  Regional	  Coordinator,	  “Scenarios	  become	  useful	  when	  applied	  to	  examining	  the	  
feasibility	  of	  concrete	  actions”	  (Peou	  2014:	  18).	  	  
With	  the	  shift	  in	  focus	  to	  one	  of	  policy	  guidance,	  CCAFS	  initiated	  workshops	  at	  national,	  sub-­‐national,	  
and	  sectoral	  levels.	  In	  2014,	  CCAFS	  facilitated	  four	  country-­‐specific	  workshops:	  1)	  with	  the	  Honduran	  
Secretariat	  of	  Agriculture	  and	  Livestock	  to	  help	  design	  a	  climate	  strategy;	  2)	  with	  the	  Bangladesh	  
Planning	  Commission	  to	  formulate	  the	  7th	  five-­‐year	  socio-­‐economic	  development	  plan;	  3)	  with	  multi-­‐
level	  actors	  in	  Ghana	  to	  facilitate	  scenario-­‐guided	  
policy	  analysis;	  and	  4)	  in	  collaboration	  with	  FAO,	  to	  
facilitate	  a	  process	  to	  feed	  scenario	  work	  into	  
investment	  proposals	  to	  support	  climate	  adaptation	  
and	  mitigation	  strategies	  in	  Vietnam.	  In	  addition,	  a	  
Southeast	  Asia	  regional	  workshop	  in	  late	  2013	  led	  to	  a	  
longer-­‐term	  engagement	  with	  the	  Cambodian	  Ministry	  
of	  Agriculture,	  Forestry	  and	  Fisheries	  (MAFF)	  to	  build	  
internal	  capacity	  for	  scenarios	  work	  and	  to	  translate	  the	  results	  of	  the	  process	  into	  the	  national	  Climate	  
Change	  Priorities	  Action	  Plan	  for	  Agriculture	  (CCPAP).	  This	  work	  is	  ongoing	  in	  collaboration	  with	  FAO’s	  
Economics	  and	  Policy	  Innovations	  for	  Climate-­‐Smart	  Agriculture	  (EPIC)	  program	  and	  the	  United	  Nations	  
Environment	  Programme	  (UNEP)	  World	  Conservation	  Monitoring	  Center.	  Notably,	  CCAFS	  continues	  to	  
work	  on	  regional	  policy	  initiatives	  such	  as	  the	  development	  of	  policy	  guidance	  with	  ASEAN	  and	  a	  
collaboration	  with	  ECOWAS	  that	  builds	  on	  the	  West	  Africa	  regional	  scenarios	  process	  (CCAFS	  2014).	  	  
Concurrently,	  participants	  in	  regional	  workshops	  have	  taken	  steps	  to	  engage	  policy	  makers	  in	  their	  
respective	  countries.	  In	  Pakistan,	  for	  example,	  LEAD	  Pakistan	  is	  following	  on	  outcomes	  of	  South	  Asia	  
regional	  scenarios	  to	  review	  the	  2030	  vision	  for	  rural	  development	  under	  climate	  change	  with	  the	  
Pakistan	  Planning	  Commission.	  In	  Peru,	  a	  representative	  in	  the	  Andes	  workshop	  organized	  a	  high-­‐level	  
conference	  with	  representatives	  from	  government	  and	  non-­‐governmental	  organizations,	  donor	  
agencies,	  and	  research	  institutions.	  	  
A	  key	  consideration	  for	  this	  approach	  highlighted	  in	  interviews	  is	  
the	  importance	  of	  timing	  and	  sequencing	  scenarios	  work	  with	  
multiple	  ongoing	  planning	  cycles.	  To	  support	  this	  level	  of	  
engagement,	  CCAFS	  has	  shifted	  to	  a	  regionalized	  management	  
approach	  to	  better	  facilitate	  engagement	  with	  regional	  and	  national	  partners	  and	  networks.	  As	  CCAFS	  
transitions	  from	  Phase	  I	  to	  Phase	  II,	  the	  Futures	  Scenarios	  initiative	  is	  well-­‐positioned	  to	  refine	  and	  scale	  
up	  direct	  engagement	  in	  planning,	  policy	  work,	  and	  resource	  allocation.	  	  
The	  CCAFS	  Futures	  Scenarios	  
methodology	  “opens	  the	  box	  away	  from	  
traditional	  analysis	  to	  think	  about	  long	  
term	  futures	  and	  potential	  outcomes.”	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
~	  Stakeholder	  interview;	  
Government	  official	  
	  
35	  |	  P a g e 	  
	   Evaluation	  of	  CCFAS	  Data	  and	  Tools	  
February	  2,	  2015	  -­‐FINAL	  
In	  addition	  to	  coordinating	  and	  facilitating	  workshop	  events,	  the	  scenarios	  program	  has	  produced	  
several	  videos,	  publications	  and	  blog	  stories	  (see	  Annex	  F).	  From	  2011	  to	  2014,	  the	  scenarios	  program	  
has	  published	  15	  documents	  available	  in	  the	  CCAFS	  archive,	  including	  two	  journal	  articles,	  two	  policy	  
briefs,	  three	  conference	  papers	  and	  proceedings,	  four	  reports	  and	  working	  papers,	  and	  a	  case	  study.	  The	  
program	  has	  produced	  six	  YouTube	  videos	  on	  the	  scenarios	  process	  and	  outcomes	  in	  all	  regions,	  which	  
have	  been	  viewed	  2,430	  times.	  A	  total	  of	  21	  blog	  entries	  have	  been	  posted.	  The	  main	  Scenarios	  
Activities	  Page	  (http://ccafs.cgiar.org/scenarios-­‐activities)	  received	  1,000	  unique	  visits	  from	  July	  2013	  to	  
October	  2014.	  Conversations	  with	  stakeholders	  revealed	  that,	  in	  general,	  workshop	  participants	  are	  
making	  very	  limited	  use	  of	  the	  CCAFS	  online	  resources.	  
Overall,	  participants	  praise	  the	  Future	  Scenarios	  as	  a	  holistic	  and	  multi-­‐sectoral	  process.	  According	  to	  
participants	  interviewed,	  the	  CCAFS	  scenarios	  approach	  effectively	  fosters	  an	  alternative	  to	  
conventional	  planning	  approaches,	  by	  incorporating	  market	  linkages,	  social	  development,	  and	  
environmental	  issues,	  agriculture,	  energy	  and	  infrastructure	  to	  more	  holistically	  understand	  diverse	  
policy	  impacts	  in	  light	  of	  climate	  change.	  Across	  interviews,	  participants	  voiced	  the	  sentiment:	  “We	  are	  
not	  only	  talking	  about	  rainfall	  and	  temperature.”	  As	  a	  result,	  participants	  generally	  gained	  a	  deeper	  
understanding	  of	  the	  issues	  in	  a	  way	  that	  they	  described	  as	  directly	  applicable	  to	  their	  day-­‐to-­‐day	  work.	  
Stakeholders	  viewed	  this	  as	  a	  departure	  from	  typical	  planning	  processes	  that	  tend	  to	  focus	  on	  technical	  
aspects	  of	  sector-­‐specific	  assessments.	  	  
Participants	  observed	  that	  part	  of	  CCAFS’s	  effectiveness	  in	  “broadening	  the	  conversation”	  around	  
climate	  change,	  food	  security	  and	  agriculture	  is	  attributed	  to	  bringing	  together	  people	  representing	  
diverse	  stakeholder	  groups.	  CCAFS’s	  connections	  with	  multiple	  civil	  society	  organizations,	  academic	  and	  
research	  institutes,	  and	  the	  private	  sector,	  along	  with	  government,	  particularly	  in	  agriculture	  and	  water	  
sectors,	  facilitate	  this	  critical	  component	  of	  “getting	  the	  right	  people	  in	  the	  room.”	  	  
Across	  the	  interviews,	  respondents	  described	  the	  process	  as	  well-­‐facilitated	  and	  effective	  in	  fostering	  
interaction	  among	  diverse	  stakeholder	  groups.	  “There	  is	  always	  talk	  about	  the	  need	  to	  get	  other	  people	  
together	  from	  different	  sectors	  to	  talk	  about	  climate	  change.	  The	  scenarios	  workshops	  actually	  do	  it.”	  In	  
general,	  the	  process	  itself	  and	  the	  opportunity	  for	  multi-­‐sectoral	  dialogue	  are	  perceived	  as	  the	  greatest	  
strengths	  of	  the	  scenarios-­‐building	  exercise.	  As	  demand	  for	  Future	  Scenarios	  workshops	  increases,	  
support	  for	  CCAFS’s	  regional	  management	  structures	  will	  be	  key	  to	  maintaining	  the	  high	  quality	  
processes	  and	  outcomes	  attributed	  to	  the	  scenarios	  work	  thus	  far.	  
It	  is	  acknowledged	  that	  the	  development	  of	  scenarios	  is	  highly	  dependent	  on	  the	  knowledge	  and	  
experience	  of	  those	  engaged	  in	  the	  process.	  As	  one	  participant	  noted,	  the	  greatest	  challenge	  is	  to	  “reach	  
out	  to	  the	  most	  appropriate	  individuals,	  in	  terms	  of	  organizations,	  expertise,	  and	  capacity”	  to	  connect	  
the	  scenarios	  to	  policy	  and	  practice.	  A	  number	  of	  participants	  remarked	  on	  ways	  to	  improve	  the	  
participant	  mix.	  Four	  informants	  expressed	  a	  need	  for	  more	  balanced	  representation	  from	  all	  countries	  
involved	  in	  regional	  workshops.	  For	  Southeast	  Asia	  and	  Vietnam,	  some	  participants	  remarked	  that	  there	  
was	  strong	  representation	  among	  agricultural	  scientists	  and	  policy	  makers,	  “but	  few	  social	  scientists	  and	  
economists	  to	  problematize	  the	  issues.”	  It	  was	  also	  noted	  that	  there	  is	  heavy	  representation	  from	  CCAFS	  
and	  CGIAR,	  relative	  to	  experts	  from	  the	  region.	  That	  said,	  participant	  lists	  provided	  by	  CCAFS	  for	  10	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workshops	  indicate	  a	  high	  concentration	  of	  local	  representation.	  The	  most	  commonly	  cited	  opportunity	  
to	  improve	  the	  range	  of	  participants	  is	  to	  increase	  participation	  from	  the	  private	  sector,	  as	  both	  a	  driver	  
of	  change	  and	  also	  a	  partner	  in	  developing	  adaptation	  and	  mitigation	  strategies.	  Participants	  from	  all	  
regions	  commented	  on	  the	  need	  to	  partner	  with	  private	  sector	  to	  “climate	  proof	  economies,”	  for	  
example,	  for	  infrastructure	  development,	  and	  disaster	  risk	  management.	  	  
Participants	  also	  noted	  the	  importance	  of	  identifying	  participants	  in	  a	  position	  to	  use	  their	  institutional	  
affiliations	  as	  a	  platform	  to	  integrate	  scenarios	  work	  into	  planning	  processes	  and	  of	  engaging	  with	  
higher-­‐level	  government	  officials	  and	  policy-­‐makers	  in	  the	  workshop	  setting.	  A	  number	  of	  respondents	  
indicated	  that	  while	  the	  scenarios	  work	  is	  highly	  useful	  to	  them	  and	  their	  immediate	  colleagues,	  it	  is	  not	  
sufficient	  to	  effect	  institutional	  change.	  One	  mid-­‐level	  government	  official	  noted	  that	  while	  the	  process	  
is	  useful	  to	  his	  work,	  “the	  scenarios	  are	  most	  useful	  for	  people	  who	  have	  an	  opportunity	  to	  make	  policy	  
decisions	  –	  decisions	  based	  on	  facts.”	  CCAFS	  reports	  that	  stakeholders	  proposed	  to	  take	  forward	  81	  
“scenario-­‐guided	  impact	  pathways”	  in	  their	  own	  organizations	  and	  governments,	  with	  24	  already	  
underway	  by	  the	  end	  of	  2013.	  For	  many	  participants	  interviewed	  in	  this	  assessment,	  however,	  there	  is	  
no	  clear	  pathway	  to	  implement	  the	  results	  of	  the	  workshop,	  despite	  the	  commitments	  and	  proposals	  
that	  are	  generated	  during	  the	  workshop	  setting.	  Many	  suggested	  that	  they	  are	  bound	  by	  their	  own	  
organizational	  mandates,	  roles,	  and	  “ways	  of	  thinking”	  about	  climate	  change	  and	  food	  security.	  
Moreover,	  several	  stakeholders	  interviewed	  for	  this	  assessment	  remarked	  that	  they	  were	  unaware	  of	  
how	  the	  scenarios	  were	  used,	  that	  the	  follow	  up	  was	  “ad	  hoc”	  and	  there	  was	  little	  post-­‐workshop	  
communication	  with	  fellow	  participants	  or	  with	  CCAFS.	  
CCAFS	  has	  already	  made	  significant	  progress	  to	  address	  these	  constraints	  and	  foster	  an	  enabling	  
environment	  for	  the	  scenarios	  approach	  to	  improve	  decision-­‐making	  on	  agriculture	  and	  food	  security	  in	  
light	  of	  climate	  change.	  One	  avenue	  is	  via	  direct	  engagement	  with	  government	  units	  in	  concrete	  policy	  
and	  planning	  activities	  (e.g.,	  Cambodia,	  Honduras).	  Another	  is	  the	  move	  to	  strengthen	  national	  and	  
regional-­‐level	  networks	  through	  a	  regional	  coordination	  model.	  Increasing	  and	  strengthening	  global	  
partnerships	  with	  a	  range	  of	  organizations	  including	  FAO,	  Oxfam,	  and	  UNEP	  WCMC,	  as	  well	  as	  linkages	  
with	  well-­‐positioned	  national	  and	  regional	  organizations	  such	  as	  Panos	  and	  LEAD,	  is	  another	  way	  CCAFS	  
has	  worked	  toward	  transformative	  change.	  As	  part	  of	  this	  process,	  CCAFS	  can	  capitalize	  on	  the	  
expertise,	  interest	  and	  enthusiasm	  of	  its	  workshop	  participants,	  by	  actively	  maintaining	  communication	  
platforms	  that	  increase	  opportunities	  for	  partnership	  and	  exchange,	  and	  supporting	  efforts	  to	  take	  
forward	  identified	  “impact	  pathways”.	  Stakeholders	  consistently	  voiced	  strong	  support	  for	  CCAFS	  to	  
continue	  its	  scenarios	  work	  and	  their	  desire	  to	  be	  engaged	  in	  the	  process.	  As	  CCAFS	  increases	  activities	  
linked	  with	  ongoing	  planning	  and	  policy	  processes	  that	  typically	  engage	  institution-­‐	  and	  sector-­‐specific	  
groups,	  it	  will	  be	  important	  to	  maintain	  a	  sufficient	  level	  of	  diversity	  to	  ensure	  that	  scenarios	  narratives	  
and	  pathways	  continue	  to	  explore	  and	  articulate	  a	  broad	  range	  of	  future	  possibilities.	  
Finally,	  there	  is	  a	  general	  perception	  that	  the	  scenarios	  are	  “anecdotal”,	  lacking	  a	  sound	  “evidence-­‐
base.”	  Participants	  remarked	  that	  while	  they	  collectively	  define	  the	  factors	  of	  change,	  they	  are	  not	  
incorporating	  data	  during	  the	  workshop	  process,	  and	  in	  some	  cases,	  there	  was	  a	  lack	  of	  agreement	  in	  
the	  outputs	  of	  the	  commodities	  and	  land-­‐use	  modeling	  processes	  (notably	  in	  the	  Andes).	  There	  is	  a	  
perceived	  need	  for	  discussions	  to	  be	  better	  informed	  by	  data	  and	  thereby	  increase	  confidence	  in	  the	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scenarios	  outputs.	  This	  is	  particularly	  important	  to	  enable	  participants	  to	  more	  effectively	  advocate	  for	  
policy	  change	  and	  financial	  resources	  within	  their	  institutions	  and	  governments.	  Some	  participants,	  
particularly	  those	  in	  the	  research	  and	  policy	  analysis	  communities,	  seek	  greater	  knowledge	  of	  and	  
training	  in	  the	  scenarios	  methodology	  itself	  and	  quantitative	  modeling	  tools.	  This	  would	  enhance	  their	  
understanding	  of	  the	  scenarios	  and	  ability	  to	  integrate	  scenarios-­‐thinking	  with	  their	  own	  climate	  and	  
agriculture	  modeling	  activities.	  While	  CCAFS	  is	  reportedly	  working	  to	  develop	  virtual	  tool	  kits	  that	  
provide	  participants	  with	  additional	  information	  and	  resources	  on	  the	  scenarios	  methodology	  (online	  
factor	  scoping	  program,	  OLD	  Field	  Anomaly	  Relaxation,	  backcasting	  program;	  see	  Carey	  2014),	  none	  of	  
the	  stakeholders	  interviewed	  indicated	  familiarity	  with	  such	  tools	  at	  this	  time.	  
An	  external	  evaluation	  of	  the	  CCAFS	  scenarios	  initiative	  conducted	  at	  the	  end	  of	  2013	  concluded	  that	  
the	  program	  is	  “a	  well-­‐developed	  tool	  kit	  that	  meets	  all	  the	  criteria	  for	  achieving	  its	  demanding	  targets”	  
(Carey	  2014:	  vii).	  Stakeholders	  interviewed	  for	  this	  assessment	  enthusiastically	  support	  the	  scenarios	  
work,	  and	  particularly	  the	  opportunity	  to	  engage	  in	  new	  processes	  that	  deepen	  their	  collective	  dialogue	  
and	  understanding	  of	  complex	  and	  multidimensional	  problems.	  	  
Baseline	  Surveys	  	  
This	  review	  of	  the	  baseline	  studies	  seeks	  to	  identify	  users	  of	  the	  baseline	  data	  and	  tools,	  including	  the	  
various	  manuals,	  training	  guides	  and	  reports;	  determine	  how	  these	  resources	  have	  been	  used;	  and	  
explore	  to	  what	  extent	  the	  baseline	  initiative	  improves	  the	  capacity	  of	  CCAFS	  partners	  to	  monitor	  
changes	  at	  their	  sites.	  In	  light	  of	  these	  principal	  lines	  of	  inquiry,	  CCAFS	  is	  particularly	  interested	  in	  two	  
main	  categories	  of	  users:	  1)	  those	  that	  have	  used	  the	  manuals	  and	  training	  guides,	  and	  2)	  users	  of	  the	  
reports	  and	  data	  sets	  from	  the	  various	  CCAFS	  sites.	  A	  final	  question	  of	  interest	  is	  how	  the	  use	  of	  the	  
baseline	  study	  compares	  across	  the	  three	  levels—household,	  village,	  and	  organization.	  	  
To	  address	  these	  questions,	  the	  evaluation	  analyzed	  user	  data	  provided	  by	  CCAFS	  to	  both	  quantify	  user	  
categories	  and	  identify	  individuals	  for	  qualitative	  interviews	  about	  their	  use	  and	  perceptions	  of	  the	  
baseline	  data	  and	  tools.	  Due	  in	  part	  to	  the	  broad	  scope	  of	  the	  assessment	  coupled	  with	  time	  constraints,	  
it	  proved	  more	  difficult	  to	  assess	  the	  baseline	  in	  terms	  of	  impact	  at	  the	  field	  level;	  that	  is,	  the	  extent	  to	  
which	  the	  baseline	  data	  is	  informing	  program	  implementation	  among	  partners	  at	  the	  15	  CCAFS	  sites.	  	  
Baseline	  data	  and	  tools	  are	  available	  online	  as	  open-­‐access	  resources	  through	  the	  Harvard	  Dataverse	  
Network	  (https://thedata.harvard.edu/dvn/dv/CCAFSbaseline).	  Any	  user	  wishing	  to	  download	  a	  
component	  of	  the	  study	  is	  required	  to	  sign-­‐in	  to	  the	  online	  “guestbook”,	  registering	  their	  contact	  details,	  
institutional	  affiliation,	  and	  intended	  use	  of	  the	  respective	  data	  file	  or	  tool.	  The	  findings	  of	  this	  
assessment	  are	  drawn	  primarily	  from	  this	  set	  of	  user	  data,	  which	  encompasses	  baseline	  downloads	  
between	  August	  2012	  and	  October	  2014.	  
According	  to	  this	  data	  set,	  there	  have	  been	  5,000	  downloads	  of	  the	  various	  baseline	  data	  and	  tools	  over	  
a	  roughly	  two-­‐year	  period.	  Of	  these	  downloads,	  1,900	  downloads	  were	  registered	  to	  “anonymous”	  or	  
otherwise	  unidentifiable	  users.	  Of	  the	  remaining	  3,100	  download	  events,	  there	  are	  467	  unique	  users.	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For	  quantitative	  analysis	  of	  the	  user	  database,	  users	  were	  selected	  from	  the	  Dataverse	  records	  based	  on	  
the	  type	  of	  file	  they	  had	  downloaded.	  For	  Household	  Baseline	  Surveys,	  the	  surveys	  included	  in	  the	  
search	  criteria	  included	  all	  manuals,	  training	  videos,	  and	  read	  me	  files.	  Files	  included	  for	  the	  Village	  
Baseline	  Study	  included	  all	  manuals,	  and	  read	  me	  files,	  while	  files	  for	  the	  Organizational	  Baseline	  Study	  
included	  guidelines.	  Out	  of	  the	  467	  unique	  users,	  there	  were	  a	  total	  of	  329	  users	  who	  downloaded	  one	  
or	  more	  of	  the	  Household	  Baseline	  Surveys,	  Village	  Baseline	  Study,	  or	  Organizational	  Baseline	  Study	  as	  
well	  as	  49	  users	  who	  downloaded	  one	  or	  more	  of	  the	  CCAFS	  site-­‐specific	  reports	  or	  datasets.	  Thus,	  a	  
total	  of	  378	  unique	  users	  downloaded	  one	  or	  more	  of	  the	  relevant	  baseline	  products	  through	  the	  
Harvard	  Dataverse	  Network	  (https://thedata.harvard.edu/dvn/dv/CCAFSbaseline).	  
Users	  of	  the	  baseline	  products	  identified	  through	  the	  Dataverse	  guest	  register	  were	  classified	  according	  to	  their	  institutional	  
to	  their	  institutional	  affiliations	  (	  
	  
	  
	  
Figure	  14).	  Over	  one-­‐half	  (57%)	  of	  users	  were	  affiliated	  with	  a	  university	  or	  other	  institute	  of	  higher	  
education,	  followed	  by	  17%	  affiliated	  with	  a	  multilateral	  institution	  (e.g.,	  CGIAR,	  WHO,	  World	  Bank,	  
African	  Union),	  12%	  with	  a	  NGO/NFP.	  Less	  than	  10%	  of	  users	  were	  affiliated	  with	  a	  government	  (8%)	  or	  
private	  (5%)	  entity,	  and	  researchers	  not	  affiliated	  with	  a	  research	  or	  academic	  entity	  (e.g.,	  
consultant)(1%).	  	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
Figure	  14.	  Institutional	  affiliations	  of	  baseline	  survey	  users.	  
	  
For	  the	  qualitative	  component,	  which	  aims	  to	  enrich	  findings	  around	  these	  categories	  of	  use,	  the	  
assessment	  team	  initially	  contacted	  76	  individual	  users	  to	  request	  an	  interview	  about	  their	  experiences	  
with	  the	  baseline	  data	  and	  tools.	  Individuals	  were	  selected	  semi-­‐purposively,	  whereby	  they	  were	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randomly	  identified	  from	  categories	  of	  user	  groups	  defined	  by	  study	  level	  and	  institutional	  affiliation.	  
One-­‐third	  of	  the	  selected	  users	  downloaded	  resources	  from	  two	  or	  more	  levels	  of	  the	  study	  (e.g.,	  
household	  and	  village).	  From	  this	  initial	  sample,	  24	  individuals	  responded,	  five	  of	  whom	  indicated	  they	  
had	  not	  used	  the	  baseline	  data	  and	  another	  five	  who	  declined	  an	  interview	  or	  were	  not	  available.	  Based	  
on	  referrals	  from	  users	  who	  did	  respond,	  email	  queries	  were	  sent	  to	  an	  additional	  12	  individuals.	  In	  
total,	  the	  evaluation	  team	  conducted	  interviews	  with	  16	  individuals,	  six	  of	  whom	  were	  involved	  with	  the	  
baseline	  work	  as	  developers	  of	  the	  tools	  and	  resources,	  or	  worked	  directly	  with	  CCAFS	  (see	  Annex	  B).	  	  
While	  the	  number	  of	  qualitative	  interviews	  was	  quite	  limited	  relative	  to	  the	  recorded	  number	  of	  
downloads	  and	  unique	  users,	  the	  interviews	  did	  engage	  developers	  and	  users	  representing	  the	  main	  
categories	  of	  interest—users	  of	  manuals	  and	  training	  materials,	  and	  users	  of	  site	  reports.	  Interviews	  also	  
addressed	  the	  three	  main	  objectives	  of	  the	  baseline	  initiative,	  if	  minimally.	  These	  include	  those	  involved	  
in	  monitoring	  and	  evaluation	  at	  the	  CCAFS	  sites,	  researchers	  using	  or	  building	  on	  the	  CCAFS	  data	  set	  for	  
their	  own	  work,	  and	  individuals	  connected	  to	  field-­‐level	  implementation.	  For	  all	  of	  these	  categories,	  and	  
particularly	  for	  field-­‐level	  implementing	  partners,	  additional	  interviews	  would	  be	  required	  to	  rigorously	  
examine	  how	  the	  baseline	  is	  being	  used	  across	  CCAFS	  sites	  and	  in	  the	  research	  community.	  	  
In	  addition	  to	  the	  above	  data	  on	  downloads	  provided	  through	  the	  Dataverse	  guest	  register,	  CIAT	  
provided	  information	  on	  the	  total	  number	  of	  visits	  to	  the	  baseline	  survey	  landing	  page	  
(http://ccafs.cgiar.org/resources/baseline-­‐surveys).	  Overall,	  there	  were	  11,650	  visits	  to	  the	  online	  
baseline	  data	  and	  materials	  webpage	  between	  2011	  and	  November	  2014,	  with	  a	  total	  of	  nearly	  8,400	  
unique	  visits	  (Table	  4).	  
Table	  4.	  Number	  of	  visits	  to	  the	  CCAFS	  Baseline	  Survey	  landing	  page,	  2011-­‐2014.	  	  
	  
2011	   2012	   2013	   2014*	  	   Total	  
Total	  visits	   759	   4,316	   3,449	   3,126	   11,650	  
Unique	  visits	  	   623	   3,113	   2,471	   2,192	   8,399	  
*2014	  data	  covers	  January	  to	  November	  
A	  third	  source	  of	  data	  was	  provided	  by	  CIAT	  on	  the	  number	  of	  downloads	  for	  each	  of	  the	  15	  CCAFS	  site	  
reports/results,	  the	  website	  addresses	  of	  which	  are	  unique	  and	  therefore	  not	  included	  here.	  Figure	  15	  
presents	  findings	  on	  the	  number	  of	  times	  a	  site-­‐specific	  report	  was	  downloaded,	  for	  both	  the	  household	  
and	  the	  village	  level	  baseline	  studies.	  Reports	  were	  produced	  over	  time	  and	  therefore	  the	  timeframe	  
over	  which	  downloads	  occurred	  varies,	  including	  between	  household	  and	  village	  level	  studies	  for	  the	  
same	  site.	  Generally,	  most	  (though	  not	  all)	  reports/results	  have	  been	  available	  for	  around	  two	  years.	  
Overall,	  there	  were	  a	  total	  of	  21,491	  downloads	  of	  the	  baseline	  site	  reports,	  including	  12,644	  downloads	  
of	  household	  level	  reports	  and	  8,847	  downloads	  of	  the	  village	  level	  reports.	  The	  site	  report	  for	  Borana,	  
Ethiopia	  was	  downloaded	  most	  often,	  with	  a	  total	  of	  2,980	  downloads.	  
Figure	  15.	  Number	  of	  downloads	  of	  CCAFS	  site-­‐specific	  baseline	  reports.	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“There	  are	  so	  many	  tools	  available	  
online.	  By	  comparison,	  the	  CCAFS	  
manuals	  and	  protocol	  are	  so	  
comprehensive	  and	  really	  useful.”	  
~	  Stakeholder	  interview;	  
field	  researcher	  
	  
Overall,	  interviews	  with	  users	  reveal	  a	  high	  level	  of	  appreciation	  for	  the	  CCAFS	  baseline	  work.	  Individuals	  
interviewed	  use	  the	  data	  sets	  for	  a	  number	  of	  purposes,	  in	  line	  with	  CCAFS	  objectives	  including:	  
research	  publications	  and	  for	  graduate	  student	  thesis	  and	  dissertation	  work;	  training	  activities	  at	  non-­‐
CCAFS	  sites;	  to	  inform	  survey	  design	  at	  CCAFS	  and	  non-­‐CCAFS	  sites;	  as	  a	  foundational	  set	  of	  baseline	  
data	  around	  which	  they	  can	  develop	  complementary	  and	  in-­‐depth	  studies	  on	  seed	  systems	  and	  
adaptation	  strategies,	  for	  example;	  and	  for	  monitoring	  and	  evaluation	  at	  CCAFS	  sites.	  The	  ease	  with	  
which	  users	  access	  the	  data	  and	  tools	  varies,	  with	  some	  users	  reporting	  that	  the	  materials	  are	  “user	  
friendly”	  and	  others	  experiencing	  difficulty	  identifying	  and	  accessing	  materials	  of	  interest.	  	  
Using	  the	  resources	  proved	  easier	  for	  those	  with	  experience	  with	  databases	  and	  statistical	  analysis.	  
Among	  these	  users,	  there	  was	  a	  high	  regard	  for	  the	  breadth	  of	  background	  information	  and	  data	  made	  
available,	  particularly	  the	  reports	  and	  explanatory	  PDF	  files	  that	  explain	  what	  the	  variables	  mean	  and	  
the	  quality	  of	  the	  data.	  One	  informant	  indicated	  hesitation	  with	  using	  public	  data	  sets.	  This	  is	  not	  the	  
case	  with	  CCAFS	  data,	  however,	  due	  to	  the	  level	  of	  information	  provided	  about	  the	  data	  collection	  
process	  and	  the	  variables.	  It	  was	  consistently	  noted	  that	  the	  data	  are	  comprehensive	  and	  clean.	  These	  
users	  did	  find	  that	  though	  the	  materials	  were	  easy	  to	  navigate,	  it	  is	  a	  time	  intensive	  process,	  both	  to	  
explore	  what	  is	  available	  and	  to	  understand	  and	  then	  use	  the	  data	  and	  materials.	  One	  researcher	  noted	  
that	  graduate	  students	  have	  used	  the	  data	  in	  succession,	  with	  one	  student	  conducting	  extensive	  
exploratory	  research,	  and	  a	  subsequent	  student	  building	  on	  these	  findings	  to	  pose	  specific	  research	  
questions	  that	  can	  then	  be	  investigated	  using	  the	  existing	  data	  sets.	  Others	  stressed	  the	  need	  for	  access	  
to	  the	  source	  code.	  To	  resolve	  problems	  or	  seek	  
answers	  to	  questions	  about	  use	  of	  the	  data	  or	  
materials,	  some	  individuals	  indicated	  that	  they	  were	  
able	  to	  connect	  with	  CCAFS	  as	  necessary,	  though	  there	  
is	  general	  interest	  in	  being	  more	  directly	  linked	  with	  
CCAFS.	  Others	  noted	  that	  there	  is	  no	  clear	  focal	  point	  to	  
whom	  they	  can	  direct	  queries.	  Those	  with	  less	  
experience	  in	  research	  expressed	  greater	  difficulty	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identifying	  materials	  of	  interest.	  This	  is	  particularly	  relevant	  for	  field-­‐level	  users,	  who	  rely	  heavily	  on	  
CCAFS	  field	  staff	  for	  assistance	  (noted	  in	  one	  interview).	  	  
Findings	  from	  the	  interviews	  indicate	  that	  users	  are	  impressed	  with	  the	  clear	  and	  comprehensive	  nature	  
of	  the	  research	  protocol,	  training	  manuals,	  and	  site	  reports.	  
One	  informant	  noted	  that	  CCAFS	  materials	  are	  an	  excellent	  
resource	  for	  conducting	  research	  and	  training.	  In	  contrast	  
to	  other	  resources,	  CCAFS	  protocols	  explicitly	  focus	  on	  data	  
management	  as	  well	  as	  data	  collection	  and	  they	  help	  
researchers	  think	  ahead	  to	  ensure	  they	  are	  well	  prepared	  
for	  fieldwork.	  The	  questionnaires	  provide	  an	  excellent	  
example	  for	  how	  to	  design	  survey	  tools.	  Where	  applicable,	  
individuals	  interviewed	  are	  using	  these	  materials	  as	  a	  
guideline	  to	  adapt	  to	  their	  own	  research	  contexts.	  It	  was	  
noted	  that	  in	  some	  cases,	  however,	  questions	  are	  posed	  in	  
a	  way	  that	  farmers	  are	  unable	  to	  answer	  (e.g.,	  recall	  of	  
climatic	  variability).	  Moreover,	  users	  recognize	  the	  value	  of	  the	  three	  levels	  of	  the	  study.	  In	  some	  cases,	  
village	  and	  organizational	  reports	  were	  used	  to	  provide	  essential	  context	  for	  further	  work	  at	  CCAFS	  sites	  
or	  for	  work	  in	  similar	  sites.	  	  
Three	  general	  critiques	  of	  the	  baseline	  study	  emerged	  from	  the	  interviews.	  First,	  there	  was	  a	  perceived	  
need	  to	  better	  integrate	  a	  gender	  lens	  into	  the	  baseline.	  Notably,	  subsequent	  to	  implementation	  of	  the	  
2010-­‐2012	  baseline	  study,	  CCAFS	  carried	  out	  a	  gender-­‐specific	  baseline.	  While	  the	  gender	  study	  falls	  
outside	  the	  scope	  of	  this	  evaluation,	  it	  suggests	  that	  CCAFS	  is	  working	  to	  address	  this	  issue.	  Second,	  it	  
was	  noted	  that	  the	  baseline	  tools	  prioritize	  the	  agricultural	  production	  component	  of	  the	  work,	  which	  
was	  felt	  as	  potentially	  contributing	  to	  less	  focus	  on	  broader	  food	  security	  concerns.	  However,	  this	  
perception	  could	  be	  further	  explored	  by	  more	  in-­‐depth	  review	  of	  the	  tools	  themselves.	  Finally,	  users	  
suggested	  that	  more	  direct	  linkages	  with	  CCAFS	  and	  communication	  with	  CCAFS	  users	  across	  sites	  could	  
enhance	  their	  ability	  to	  effectively	  use	  the	  tools	  and	  data.	  For	  example,	  a	  collaboration	  between	  the	  
CCAFS	  program	  and	  the	  University	  of	  Alberta	  supports	  graduate	  student	  research	  using	  CCAFS	  baseline	  
data.	  Thus,	  great	  potential	  exists	  to	  both	  increase	  application	  of	  the	  data	  and	  tools	  for	  in-­‐depth	  research	  
as	  well	  as	  to	  increase	  communication	  among	  CCAFS	  users.	  According	  to	  Förch	  et	  al.	  (2014),	  CCAFS	  
envisioned	  developing	  a	  network	  of	  PhD	  students	  to	  lead	  country-­‐level	  baseline	  survey	  work,	  which	  may	  
become	  particularly	  relevant	  as	  evaluation	  activities	  envisioned	  for	  5-­‐	  and	  10-­‐year	  intervals	  are	  planned	  
and	  implemented.	  	  
Designed	  to	  facilitate	  better	  planning	  and	  monitoring	  of	  interventions	  by	  CCAFS	  partners,	  the	  baseline	  
surveys	  appear	  to	  be	  on	  track,	  at	  least	  in	  terms	  of	  use	  at	  CCAFS	  sites.	  In	  addition,	  CCAFS	  has	  provided	  
thorough	  documentation	  and	  public	  access	  to	  an	  extensive	  archive	  of	  survey	  tools,	  guidelines,	  protocols,	  
and	  templates.	  As	  a	  result	  of	  this	  effort,	  the	  CCAFS	  baseline	  tools	  have	  generated	  interest	  among	  
researchers	  who	  are	  working	  on	  relevant	  topics	  in	  research	  areas	  outside	  of	  the	  CCAFS	  sites	  or	  on	  
different	  research	  topics	  at	  the	  CCAFS	  sites.	  Nearly	  one-­‐half	  (6	  of	  15)	  of	  the	  individuals	  interviewed	  
about	  the	  baselines	  data	  and	  tools	  have	  used	  the	  tools	  for	  this	  purpose.	  
“This	  is	  the	  best	  tool	  I’ve	  used.”	  	  
~	  Stakeholder	  interview;	  
NGO	  
	  
“Quite	  impressive.	  These	  people	  
definitely	  know	  what	  they	  are	  
doing.	  These	  are	  really	  valuable	  
data	  sets.”	  	  
~Stakeholder	  interview;	  
academic	  researcher	  
	  
42	  |	  P a g e 	  
	   Evaluation	  of	  CCFAS	  Data	  and	  Tools	  
February	  2,	  2015	  -­‐FINAL	  
Participatory	  Gender	  Training	  Guide	  
In	  the	  2012	  Gender	  Strategy	  document	  (Ashby	  et	  al.	  2012),	  CCAFS	  recognized	  a	  need	  to	  deepen	  the	  
understanding	  of	  the	  gender	  dimensions	  of	  climate	  change	  in	  the	  agriculture	  and	  food	  security	  sectors.	  
The	  document	  articulates	  a	  strategy	  to	  address	  this	  gap	  through	  participatory	  action	  research	  (PAR).	  The	  
Training	  Guide:	  Gender	  and	  climate	  change	  research	  in	  agriculture	  and	  food	  security	  for	  rural	  
development	  explicitly	  seeks	  to	  support	  this	  endeavor	  (FAO	  2012).	  A	  2011	  edition	  of	  the	  “Training	  
Manual”	  is	  referenced	  in	  the	  CCAFS	  Gender	  Strategy	  as	  a	  key	  resource	  to	  deepen	  CCAFS’s	  
“understanding	  of	  how	  gender	  disparities	  affect	  vulnerabilities	  and	  capacities	  for	  adaptation	  or	  
mitigation”	  (Ashby	  et	  al.	  2012:	  16).	  Developed	  in	  partnership	  with	  the	  Mitigation	  of	  Climate	  Change	  in	  
Agriculture	  (MICCA)	  program	  of	  the	  FAO,	  the	  guide	  presents	  clear	  and	  accessible	  information	  and	  tools	  
to	  help	  users	  understand	  the	  linkages	  between	  climate	  change,	  agriculture,	  and	  food	  security	  from	  a	  
gendered	  perspective.	  It	  was	  envisioned	  that	  participatory	  research	  on	  gender	  and	  climate	  change	  has	  
and	  will	  continue	  to	  enable	  researchers	  and	  practitioners	  to	  formulate	  gender-­‐sensitive	  adaption	  and	  
mitigation	  initiatives.	  	  
The	  focus	  of	  this	  review	  is	  the	  2012	  participatory	  training	  guide.17	  It	  is	  important	  to	  note,	  however,	  that	  
CCAFS	  has	  since	  expanded	  its	  gender	  work,	  building	  on	  the	  2012	  training	  guide.	  Together	  with	  CGIAR	  
partners,	  CCAFS	  has	  conducted	  and	  shared	  online	  two	  phases	  of	  a	  gender	  household	  survey,	  available	  
through	  the	  Harvard	  Dataverse	  Network	  (http://thedata.harvard.edu/dvn/dv/CCAFSbaseline).	  In	  
October	  2014,	  CCAFS	  in	  partnership	  with	  CARE	  and	  the	  World	  Agroforestry	  Sector	  published	  the	  Gender	  
Inclusion	  Toolbox,	  which	  provides	  a	  series	  of	  user-­‐friendly	  modules	  to	  further	  advance	  participatory	  
action	  research	  on	  climate	  change	  in	  a	  rural	  development	  context	  (Jost	  et	  al.	  2014).	  Most	  notable	  for	  
this	  assessment,	  a	  second	  edition	  of	  the	  2012	  guide	  was	  published	  by	  FAO	  and	  CCAFS	  in	  2013	  in	  English,	  
Spanish	  and	  French.	  The	  few	  users	  of	  the	  manual	  interviewed	  as	  part	  of	  this	  review	  do	  not	  differentiate	  
between	  the	  2012	  and	  the	  2013	  guides.	  As	  well,	  MICCA	  produced	  the	  infographic	  Equal	  access	  to	  
resources	  and	  power	  for	  food	  security	  in	  the	  face	  of	  climate	  change,	  which	  presents	  the	  analytical	  
framework	  used	  in	  the	  training	  guide	  in	  a	  visual	  format.18	  
As	  noted	  above,	  there	  are	  multiple	  editions	  of	  the	  manual,	  which	  are	  available	  online	  through	  multiple	  
weblinks.	  CCAFS	  connected	  the	  evaluation	  team	  to	  the	  FAO	  MICCA	  program	  to	  obtain	  user	  data	  on	  the	  
training	  guide.	  MICCA	  monitors	  the	  data	  downloads	  for	  the	  gender	  webpages,	  the	  manual,	  and	  the	  
infographs.	  Presently,	  MICCA	  monitoring	  data	  for	  the	  gender	  training	  guide	  is	  limited	  to:	  the	  number	  of	  
total	  site	  visits;	  the	  number	  of	  downloads	  of	  the	  manual	  itself;	  and	  the	  approximate	  geographical	  
location.	  This	  assessment	  focused	  on	  the	  available	  monitoring	  data	  to	  provide	  information	  on	  the	  extent	  
to	  which	  the	  gender	  guide	  has	  been	  accessed.	  As	  there	  is	  no	  user	  information	  collected	  when	  the	  
document	  is	  downloaded,	  there	  is	  no	  systematic	  way	  to	  identify	  individuals	  who	  have	  used	  the	  manual	  
for	  research,	  training,	  or	  programming	  purposes.	  However,	  when	  qualitative	  interviews	  with	  users	  of	  
other	  tools	  included	  in	  this	  review	  highlighted	  use	  of	  gender	  tools,	  the	  evaluation	  team	  collected	  
information	  on	  the	  use,	  relevance	  and	  perceptions	  of	  the	  gender	  manual.	  In	  this	  way,	  the	  assessment	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
17	   The	   training	   guide	   is	   available	   through	   CCAFS	   at	   http://ccafs.cgiar.org/publications/training-­‐guide-­‐gender-­‐and-­‐climate-­‐
change-­‐research-­‐agriculture-­‐and-­‐food-­‐security-­‐rural#.VJRnAF4Dd8.	  
18	  http://www.fao.org/resources/infographics/infographics-­‐details/en/c/180754/.	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conducted	  five	  interviews	  relevant	  to	  the	  gender	  manual,	  including	  one	  with	  a	  climate	  and	  gender	  
officer	  with	  MICCA.	  
Overall,	  MICCA	  estimates	  that	  there	  have	  been	  more	  than	  30,000	  downloads	  of	  the	  three	  language	  
versions	  of	  the	  gender	  manual	  since	  2012	  (data	  not	  shown).	  In	  addition,	  MICCA	  approximates	  that	  
around	  3,000	  hard-­‐copy	  versions	  of	  the	  manual	  have	  been	  printed	  and	  distributed.	  Anecdotally,	  it	  is	  
reported	  that	  the	  printed	  copies	  are	  in	  high-­‐demand	  at	  relevant	  conferences	  and	  meetings.	  According	  to	  
data	  provided	  by	  MICCA,	  the	  first	  edition	  of	  the	  gender	  manual	  (in	  English)	  was	  visited	  a	  total	  of	  2,876	  
times	  over	  the	  first	  10	  months	  of	  distribution	  March-­‐December	  2012),	  with	  the	  highest	  number	  of	  clicks	  
during	  the	  first	  two	  months	  (Figure	  16).	  	  
Figure	  16.	  Web	  clicks	  for	  the	  Gender	  and	  Climate	  Change	  Guide	  in	  2012	  (first	  edition).	  
	  
Figure	  17	  shows	  the	  geographic	  distribution	  for	  “users”	  of	  the	  gender	  guide,	  in	  terms	  of	  the	  total	  
number	  of	  clicks	  (2nd	  edition,	  English).	  According	  to	  the	  MICCA	  data,	  the	  guide	  has	  been	  downloaded	  in	  
nearly	  60	  countries	  worldwide.	  	  
Figure	  17.	  Geographic	  distribution	  of	  clicks	  to	  the	  Gender	  Training	  Guide	  (2nd	  edition,	  English).	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Alternative	  Futures	  adapted	  the	  CCAFS	  guide	  to	  develop	  a	  “hands	  on”	  training	  manual	  
suited	  to	  local	  contexts	  in	  India,	  Nepal,	  and	  Bangladesh	  translated	  into	  local	  languages.	  
With	  support	  from	  CCAFS,	  Alternative	  Futures	  used	  the	  manual,	  “Gender,	  Climate	  Change,	  
Agriculture,	  and	  Food	  Security”	  for	  training	  at	  the	  district	  level	  in	  Bihar,	  India.	  The	  “training	  
of	  trainers”	  focused	  on	  elected	  women	  leaders	  and	  village	  department	  leaders,	  and	  
included	  over	  1,700	  participants.	  Following	  from	  the	  training	  initiative,	  Alternative	  Futures	  
engaged	  with	  government	  leaders	  to	  integrate	  gender,	  climate	  change	  and	  food	  security	  
into	  district	  level	  planning	  processes.	  Additionally,	  government	  interest	  in	  Nepal	  led	  to	  the	  
production	  of	  10,000	  copies	  for	  training	  women	  leaders.	  	  
	  	   	   	   ~Stakeholder	  interview;	  see	  http://www.gencap.org.in/	  
	  
	  
Source:	  FAO	  MICCA.	  Available	  at:	  http://www.fao.org/docrep/018/i33853/i33853.pdf.	  	  
Although	  the	  qualitative	  information	  collected	  on	  the	  gender	  tool	  is	  minimal,	  those	  who	  have	  used	  it	  for	  
research	  and	  training	  of	  field	  staff	  have	  found	  it	  to	  be	  useful.	  The	  guide	  was	  described	  as	  clear	  and	  
comprehensive,	  particularly	  in	  comparison	  to	  other	  online	  resources.	  One	  user	  noted	  that	  a	  working	  
paper	  on	  research	  designed	  using	  the	  manual	  in	  Bangladesh	  will	  be	  finalized	  in	  the	  coming	  weeks.	  
Alternative	  Futures,	  based	  in	  India,	  partnered	  with	  CCAFS	  to	  adapt	  the	  gender	  manual	  to	  local	  contexts	  
as	  part	  of	  an	  initiative	  to	  help	  prepare	  rural	  women	  in	  South	  Asia	  for	  the	  challenges	  of	  climate	  change.	  	  
Multiple	  interviews	  noted	  that	  gender	  research	  at	  CCAFS	  has	  been	  diffuse	  and	  organic,	  despite	  efforts	  to	  
integrate	  gender	  and	  equity	  as	  a	  designated	  research	  activity.	  Reportedly,	  information	  flows	  and	  
awareness	  of	  the	  gender	  manual	  has	  been	  ad	  hoc.	  Since	  CCAFS	  is	  such	  a	  “huge,	  complex	  network”,	  it	  can	  
be	  difficult	  to	  collect	  and	  share	  findings	  from	  tools	  such	  as	  the	  gender	  guide.	  The	  gender	  manual	  was	  
expected	  to	  be	  used	  by	  researchers	  to	  improve	  the	  gender-­‐sensitivity	  of	  research	  programs.	  The	  recent	  
publication	  of	  the	  gender	  toolbox,	  together	  with	  the	  gender	  household	  survey	  and	  the	  website	  focus	  on	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gender,	  demonstrate	  that	  CCAFS	  continues	  to	  work	  toward	  improving	  the	  way	  research	  and	  
development	  projects	  integrate	  gender	  as	  a	  central	  component	  of	  climate	  change,	  agriculture	  and	  food	  
security	  initiatives.	  	  
Mapping	  Hotspots	  
The	  hotspot	  mapping	  activities	  commissioned	  by	  CCAFS	  were	  intended	  primarily	  as	  a	  methodology	  for	  
the	  selection	  of	  CCAFS	  benchmark	  sites,	  as	  they	  should	  be	  representative	  of	  areas	  in	  which	  CCAFS	  would	  
be	  working.	  According	  to	  one	  stakeholder,	  although	  the	  sites	  had	  already	  been	  selected,	  the	  approach	  
would	  not	  only	  justify	  their	  selection	  but	  would	  also	  focus	  attention	  on	  areas	  where	  climate	  change	  
would	  have	  an	  impact	  on	  food	  security	  and	  agriculture.	  	  
Data	  provided	  by	  CIAT	  on	  downloads	  of	  the	  files	  associated	  with	  the	  report	  Mapping	  hotspots	  of	  climate	  
change	  and	  food	  insecurity	  in	  the	  global	  tropics	  derives	  from	  several	  sources:	  bitstream	  downloads	  from	  
CGSpace	  (http://hdl.handle.net/10568/3826),	  pre-­‐CGSpace,	  and	  pre-­‐2011	  downloads.	  Over	  the	  four	  
year	  period	  between	  2011	  and	  2014,	  the	  hotspot	  mapping	  report	  was	  downloaded	  a	  total	  of	  6,472	  
times,	  with	  its	  two	  associated	  appendices	  downloaded	  a	  total	  of	  1,596	  and	  753	  times,	  respectively	  for	  
Appendix	  1	  (Food	  Security	  Indicators)	  and	  Appendix	  2	  (Probability	  Maps).	  Although	  the	  number	  of	  
downloads	  of	  the	  report	  itself	  have	  dropped	  significantly	  between	  2011	  and	  2014,	  downloads	  of	  
Appendix	  1	  have	  increased	  over	  the	  same	  time	  period,	  nearly	  equaling	  the	  number	  of	  reports	  
downloaded	  in	  2014.	  
Figure	  18.	  Downloads	  of	  the	  report	  on	  hotspot	  mapping,	  2011-­‐2014.	  
	  
Although	  no	  one-­‐on-­‐one	  interviews	  were	  conducted	  in	  which	  users	  discussed	  the	  report,	  respondents	  to	  
the	  Survey	  Monkey	  questionnaire	  where	  obviously	  familiar	  with	  it	  (see	  Section	  V).	  However,	  the	  hotspot	  
mapping	  report	  was	  only	  ‘known’	  by	  22%	  of	  respondents	  who	  provided	  an	  opinion	  on	  its	  usefulness	  
(n=74)	  and	  was	  the	  least	  used	  of	  all	  tools	  (see	  Figure	  22	  and	  	  
Figure	  23,	  respectively).	  Thus,	  there	  appears	  ample	  room	  for	  improving	  its	  use	  by	  government	  policy-­‐	  
and	  decision-­‐makers	  for	  developing	  policies	  that	  reduce	  vulnerabilities	  to	  climate	  change.	  
Impact	  of	  Climate	  Change	  (Working	  Paper	  No.	  23)	  
0	  
500	  
1000	  
1500	  
2000	  
2500	  
3000	  
2011	   2012	   2013	   2014	  
N
um
be
r	  o
f	  d
ow
nl
oa
ds
	  
Hotspot	  mapping	  
Appendix	  1	  
Appendix	  2	  
46	  |	  P a g e 	  
	   Evaluation	  of	  CCFAS	  Data	  and	  Tools	  
February	  2,	  2015	  -­‐FINAL	  
Working	  Paper	  No.	  23	  was	  commissioned	  as	  a	  one-­‐off	  report	  that	  would	  feed	  directly	  into	  a	  study	  
conducted	  by	  the	  High	  Level	  Panel	  of	  Experts	  for	  the	  Committee	  on	  World	  Food	  Security	  (CFS)(see	  HLPE	  
2012).	  Data	  provided	  by	  CIAT	  on	  downloads	  of	  Working	  Paper	  No.	  23	  are	  from	  CGSpace	  only	  
(http://hdl.handle.net/10568/21226)	  and	  are	  presented	  in	  Figure	  19.	  A	  total	  of	  7,280	  downloads	  of	  the	  
report	  occurred	  between	  November	  2012	  and	  October	  2014.	  
Figure	  19.	  Downloads	  of	  Working	  Paper	  No.	  23,	  2012-­‐2014.19	  
	  
As	  was	  the	  case	  with	  the	  report	  on	  hotspot	  mapping,	  there	  were	  no	  one-­‐on-­‐one	  Skype	  interviews	  with	  
users	  of	  the	  Working	  Paper	  as	  no	  user	  information	  was	  available	  from	  the	  download	  sites.	  Again,	  
respondents	  to	  the	  Survey	  Monkey	  questionnaire	  perceived	  it	  as	  useful	  for	  research	  purposes,	  policy	  
formulation	  and	  training,	  in	  particular	  (see	  Section	  V).	  Based	  on	  this	  review,	  Working	  Paper	  No.	  23	  is	  
significantly	  underutilized,	  particularly	  by	  its	  intended	  users	  (i.e.,	  CGIAR	  centers	  and	  partners,	  
agricultural	  researchers).	  Better	  tracking	  of	  users	  will	  be	  required	  in	  order	  to	  more	  effectively	  determine	  
if	  it	  is	  in	  fact	  being	  used	  by	  intended	  users.	  	  
CCAFS	  Core	  Sites	  
As	  part	  of	  the	  review,	  the	  ET	  attempted	  to	  assess	  what	  CCAFS	  tools/datasets	  –	  other	  than	  the	  baseline	  
surveys	  –	  are	  being	  used	  at	  CCAFS	  core	  sites.	  Unfortunately,	  only	  six	  contact	  names	  were	  provided.	  Four	  
interviews	  were	  conducted	  with	  CCAFS	  site	  partners:	  two	  in	  Central	  America	  (Colombia	  and	  Costa	  Rica),	  
and	  two	  in	  East	  Africa	  (Tanzania	  and	  Kenya).	  It	  should	  be	  noted	  that	  the	  following	  findings	  reflect	  only	  
the	  experiences	  and	  knowledge	  base	  of	  the	  four	  individuals	  interviewed	  and	  may	  not	  fully	  represent	  
“use”	  of	  the	  CCAFS	  tools/datasets.	  
Baseline	  surveys	  had	  been	  completed	  at	  all	  four	  sites	  –	  some	  very	  recently	  –	  but	  not	  necessarily	  at	  all	  
three	  levels	  (i.e.,	  household,	  village,	  institutional).	  The	  gender	  manual	  has	  been	  “used”	  to	  varying	  
degrees	  across	  the	  sites	  –	  from	  imminent	  trainings	  in	  its	  use	  to	  specific	  application	  of	  its	  tools/methods	  
to	  applying	  a	  gender	  lens	  based	  on	  local	  experience	  without	  directly	  using	  the	  manual	  itself.	  The	  two	  
one-­‐off	  reports	  (Hotspot	  mapping,	  Working	  Paper	  No.	  23)	  have	  not	  been	  used	  at	  any	  of	  the	  four	  sites	  
though	  some	  interest	  was	  expressed	  by	  several	  of	  the	  CCAFS	  partners	  interviewed.	  The	  analogues	  tool	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
19	  No	  data	  for	  January	  –	  October	  2012.	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was	  familiar	  to	  several	  partners	  who	  had	  attended	  workshops,	  though	  it	  has	  not	  been	  specifically	  
applied	  at	  any	  of	  the	  sites,	  nor	  have	  any	  of	  the	  climate	  models,	  although	  there	  is	  general	  awareness	  of	  
them.	  A	  climate	  analogues	  training	  was	  reportedly	  scheduled	  in	  Kenya	  for	  soon	  after	  the	  late-­‐October	  
interview.	  Most	  CCAFS	  partners	  interviewed	  were	  not	  aware	  of,	  nor	  familiar	  with,	  AgTrials.	  However,	  
the	  Selian	  Agricultural	  Research	  Institute	  (SARI)	  in	  Tanzania	  is	  conducting	  variety	  trials	  with	  farmers	  and	  
acknowledged	  their	  work	  could	  be	  better	  coordinated	  with	  the	  AgTrials	  tool.	  Several	  partners	  had	  
attended	  Future	  Scenarios	  workshops,	  though	  the	  process	  was	  not	  yet	  being	  applied	  by	  any	  of	  the	  
partners	  interviewed.	  	  
V.	  Stakeholder	  Perspectives	  
	  
In	  addition	  to	  one-­‐on-­‐one	  interviews,	  a	  short	  survey	  was	  developed	  in	  order	  to	  try	  and	  link	  CCAFS	  
product	  users	  (i.e.,	  not	  DSSAT	  users)	  with	  potential	  programming	  and	  policy	  outcomes.20	  All	  nine	  CCAFS	  
tools/datasets	  under	  review	  are	  included	  in	  the	  survey:	  Climate	  Analogues,	  Future	  Scenarios,	  
Downscaled	  Climate	  Data	  Portal,	  MarkSimGCM,	  Gender	  and	  Climate	  Change	  Training	  Guide,	  Baseline	  
Surveys,	  Hotspot	  Mapping	  Report,	  Impacts	  of	  Climate	  Change	  (Working	  Paper	  23),	  and	  AgTrials.	  The	  
questionnaire	  was	  conducted	  via	  Survey	  Monkey	  and	  is	  presented	  in	  Annex	  D.	  	  
It	  should	  be	  noted	  that	  the	  survey	  instrument	  was	  developed	  in	  response	  to	  the	  extremely	  low	  response	  
rate	  for	  stakeholder	  interviews.	  It	  was	  designed	  essentially	  as	  an	  attempt	  to	  increase	  the	  response	  pool	  
provided	  by	  the	  limited	  one-­‐on-­‐one	  interviews,	  particularly	  as	  regards	  decision-­‐making.	  The	  survey	  was	  
not	  designed	  to	  dig	  deeply	  into	  use,	  or	  track	  specific	  uses	  of	  individual	  tools	  in	  detail,	  but	  rather	  was	  
envisioned	  as	  a	  broad	  sweep	  to	  help	  direct	  future	  planning	  and	  programming	  efforts.	  
The	  survey	  consisted	  of	  a	  total	  of	  21	  questions,	  13	  of	  which	  were	  close-­‐ended	  and	  six	  of	  which	  were	  
open-­‐ended.	  Two	  questions	  provided	  basic	  demographic	  information	  about	  the	  respondent.	  Table	  5	  
reports	  the	  number	  of	  surveys	  sent	  out	  per	  CCAFS-­‐provided	  user	  list	  (i.e.,	  from	  registration-­‐type	  events	  
required	  for	  a	  tool).	  Although	  these	  lists	  are	  tool-­‐specific,	  the	  survey	  did	  not	  track	  responses	  by	  tool.	  
This	  approach	  allowed	  for	  the	  likelihood	  that	  any	  individual	  user	  might	  have	  experience	  with	  more	  than	  
one	  tool,	  regardless	  of	  which	  user	  list	  his/her	  name	  appeared	  on,	  especially	  since	  a	  user	  name	  may	  have	  
appeared	  on	  one	  or	  more	  user	  list.	  The	  Survey	  Monkey	  questionnaire	  was	  sent	  to	  a	  sub-­‐sample	  of	  users	  
from	  the	  user	  lists	  described	  in	  Table	  5.	  In	  some	  cases,	  users	  received	  both	  a	  request	  for	  an	  interview	  
and	  to	  participate	  in	  the	  Survey	  Monkey	  questionnaire.	  Users	  were	  purposively	  selected	  for	  the	  survey	  
activity	  in	  an	  attempt	  to	  ensure	  representation	  from	  different	  types	  of	  institutions	  (e.g.,	  universities,	  
government	  entities,	  NGOs)	  and	  regions	  of	  the	  world	  (e.g.,	  Asia,	  Africa,	  Europe,	  US).	  	  
Table	  5.	  Source	  of	  email	  addresses	  used	  for	  the	  survey	  questionnaire.	  
CCAFS	  Tool	   Requests	  sent	  
Analogues	   79	  
AgTrials	  	   39	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
20	  Two	  surveys	  were	  developed	  for	  this	  assessment:	  one	  for	  CCAFS	  users	  (mentioned	  here)	  and	  one	  for	  DSSAT	  users	  (described	  
for	  MarkSim	  in	  Section	  IV).	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Baseline	  Surveys/Site	  Reports	   243	  
CCAFS	  Climate	  Portal	  	   410	  
Total	   771	  
	  
Survey	  responses	  were	  received	  November	  4-­‐27,	  2014.	  Out	  of	  a	  total	  of	  771	  questionnaires	  sent	  out,	  a	  
total	  of	  97	  users	  responded.	  Six	  users	  declined	  to	  participate	  and	  35	  invitations	  were	  rejected	  or	  
bounced	  (e.g.,	  invalid	  email	  address,	  receiving	  mail	  server	  blocks	  the	  Survey	  Monkey	  domain).	  A	  second	  
email	  was	  sent	  on	  November	  12,	  2014	  due	  to	  the	  low	  initial	  response	  rate.	  The	  reminder	  email	  was	  
successful	  in	  increasing	  the	  response	  rate:	  an	  additional	  47	  people	  responded	  November	  12-­‐14,	  which	  
represents	  nearly	  49%	  of	  total.	  	  
Overall,	  the	  relatively	  low	  response	  rate	  (13%)	  for	  the	  survey	  limits	  –	  to	  some	  degree	  –	  our	  ability	  to	  
draw	  concrete	  conclusions.	  It	  does,	  however,	  provide	  potentially	  relevant	  guidance	  to	  the	  CCAFS	  
program	  for	  consideration	  in	  future	  planning	  and	  programming.	  	  
User	  demographics	  	  
Given	  the	  potentially	  diverse	  types	  of	  users	  accessing	  CCAFS	  tools	  and	  datasets,	  participants	  were	  first	  
asked	  to	  identify	  themselves	  in	  terms	  of	  their	  institutional	  affiliation.	  Based	  on	  a	  list	  of	  institutional	  
categories	  provided	  in	  the	  survey,	  	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
Figure	  20	  presents	  the	  institutional	  affiliation	  of	  users.21	  Close	  to	  one-­‐half	  of	  all	  users	  identified	  
themselves	  as	  from	  an	  academic	  or	  research	  institution,	  followed	  by	  the	  CGIAR	  and	  government	  entity.	  
Academic/research	  includes	  almost	  all	  universities	  and	  a	  very	  few	  research	  institutes	  that	  might	  
arguably	  be	  better	  classified	  under	  government.	  Government	  includes	  national	  research	  institutes	  (e.g.,	  
NARCs),	  as	  well	  as	  ministries	  and	  sector	  departments.	  One	  respondent	  reported	  they	  were	  affiliated	  
with	  “financial/short-­‐term	  insurance”.	  	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
21	  Percentages	  for	  all	  figures	  were	  rounded	  up	  to	  nearest	  whole	  numbers.	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Figure	  20.	  Institutional	  affiliation	  of	  survey	  respondents	  (n=96).	  
	  
Respondents	  were	  then	  asked	  how	  they	  had	  learned	  about	  the	  CCAFS	  tools/datasets	  (Figure	  21).	  Fully	  
one-­‐third	  (33%)	  of	  respondents	  had	  learned	  about	  the	  CCAFS	  tools/datasets	  by	  browsing	  the	  Internet,	  
followed	  by	  attendance	  at	  a	  training/workshop	  (28%),	  referral	  from	  within	  the	  respondent’s	  institution	  
(22%),	  referral	  from	  outside	  (9%),	  and	  finally,	  from	  a	  conference/seminar	  (7%).	  Four	  respondents	  
learned	  about	  the	  CCAFS	  tools/datasets	  through	  a	  scientific	  publication.	  A	  large	  percentage	  of	  the	  
respondents	  noted	  Internet	  browsing	  as	  the	  means	  through	  which	  they	  learned	  about	  CCAFS	  
tools/datasets.	  Thus,	  this	  may	  represent	  relative	  success	  in	  terms	  of	  accessibility	  of	  the	  CCAFS	  website	  
or	  portal.	  	  
Figure	  21.	  Source	  of	  user	  knowledge	  about	  CCAFS	  tools/data	  (n=96).	  
	  
Use	  of	  CCAFS	  tools/datasets	  
Given	  the	  limitations	  in	  terms	  of	  time	  and	  response	  rate,	  the	  survey	  was	  designed	  to	  gather	  general	  
insights	  into	  the	  breadth	  and	  depth	  of	  use	  and	  usefulness	  of	  the	  CCAFS	  tools/datasets	  under	  evaluation.	  
Interestingly,	  only	  84%	  of	  respondents	  indicated	  they	  had	  used	  one	  or	  more	  of	  the	  CCAFS	  tools/datasets	  
21	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covered	  in	  the	  Survey	  Monkey	  questionnaire.	  This	  is	  somewhat	  surprising	  since	  the	  questionnaire	  was	  
sent	  to	  individuals	  whose	  name	  and	  contact	  information	  was	  provided	  through	  one	  type	  or	  another	  of	  a	  
registration	  list	  provided	  by	  CIAT.	  It	  is	  likely	  that	  some	  respondents	  may	  have	  accessed	  a	  tool/dataset	  
only	  once	  some	  years	  ago	  and	  did	  not	  consider	  themselves	  as	  “users”	  per	  se.	  	  
Of	  those	  respondents	  who	  indicated	  they	  had	  used	  at	  least	  one	  of	  the	  CCAFS	  tools/datasets,	  all	  tools	  
were	  fairly	  highly	  rated	  (i.e.,	  excellent	  and	  good)	  in	  terms	  of	  their	  usefulness,	  particularly	  the	  Climate	  
Analogues,	  Future	  Scenarios,	  and	  Downscaled	  Climate	  Portal	  (Figure	  22;	  multiple	  responses	  possible).	  
What	  is	  reassuring	  is	  that	  all	  of	  the	  tools/datasets	  being	  evaluated	  had	  been	  used	  by	  at	  least	  
approximately	  one-­‐fourth	  of	  respondents,	  assuming	  that	  a	  tool	  was	  not	  rated	  as	  to	  its	  usefulness	  
without	  having	  been	  used.	  It	  is	  also	  noteworthy	  that	  no	  tools	  received	  a	  “poor”	  rating.	  
Figure	  22.	  Usefulness	  of	  CCAFS	  tools/datasets	  (n=74).	  
	  
Across	  all	  tools,	  respondents	  more	  often	  reported	  using	  a	  tool	  for	  academic	  or	  research	  purposes	  than	  
for	  any	  other	  use	  (multiple	  responses	  possible)	  (	  
Figure	  23).	  Overall,	  	  
Figure	  23	  shows	  the	  wide	  range	  of	  uses	  to	  which	  most	  tools	  are	  employed,	  including	  policy	  formulation	  
and	  program	  design.	  Only	  the	  report	  on	  hotspot	  mapping	  has	  been	  used	  for	  less	  than	  six	  different	  
purposes,	  including	  for	  geographic	  targeting	  in	  Tanzania,	  policy	  formulation	  and	  program	  design	  in	  
Niger,	  and	  academic/research	  purposes	  in	  Niger,	  Colombia,	  Kenya,	  and	  Mexico.	  More	  than	  one-­‐half	  of	  
the	  tools/datasets	  have	  reportedly	  been	  used	  for	  advocating	  with	  donors	  (e.g.,	  Climate	  Analogues	  tool	  
in	  Kenya	  and	  Niger,	  MarkSim	  in	  Colombia,	  the	  gender	  manual	  and	  baseline	  surveys	  in	  Kenya,	  and	  
AgTrials	  in	  Niger)	  as	  well	  as	  allocating	  resources	  (e.g.,	  Climate	  Analogues	  and	  Future	  Scenarios	  tools	  in	  
Rwanda,	  Ethiopia	  and	  Kenya,	  the	  Future	  Scenarios	  tool	  in	  Tanzania	  and	  Niger,	  the	  climate	  portal	  in	  
China,	  MarkSim	  in	  Ethiopia,	  the	  gender	  manual	  in	  Kenya,	  and	  baseline	  surveys	  in	  Kenya	  and	  Niger),	  
though	  which	  tools	  are	  used	  for	  which	  purpose	  varies.	  With	  the	  exception	  of	  MarkSim	  and	  the	  hotspot	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mapping	  report,	  all	  of	  the	  other	  tools	  have	  been	  used	  for	  institutional	  collaborations,	  including	  AgTrials	  
in	  Colombia	  and	  France,	  Working	  Paper	  No.	  23	  in	  Tanzania,	  the	  baseline	  surveys	  in	  Costa	  Rica,	  the	  
gender	  manual	  in	  Colombia,	  the	  US	  and	  Ethiopia,	  the	  climate	  portal	  in	  the	  US	  and	  Colombia,	  Future	  
Scenarios	  in	  Colombia	  and	  Rwanda,	  and	  Climate	  Analogues	  in	  Kenya	  and	  Rwanda.	  	  
Figure	  23.	  How	  CCAFS	  tools/datasets	  have	  been	  used	  by	  respondents	  (n=60).	  
	  
As	  an	  illustrative	  example	  of	  the	  wide	  diversity	  of	  uses	  to	  which	  a	  single	  tool	  can	  be	  used,	  as	  well	  as	  the	  
diversity	  of	  tools	  that	  can	  be	  used	  for	  a	  specific	  purpose,	  Table	  6	  reports	  the	  results	  for	  a	  single	  user	  in	  
Colombia.	  	  
Table	  6.	  How	  CCAFS	  tools	  are	  used	  by	  a	  single	  user	  in	  Colombia.	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Obviously,	  CCAFS	  tools	  can	  be	  used	  for	  a	  wide	  variety	  of	  uses	  –	  well	  beyond	  the	  original	  intentions	  
envisioned	  during	  the	  design	  phase	  –	  depending	  on	  the	  institutional	  and	  individual	  needs	  of	  users.	  Thus,	  
there	  appears	  to	  be	  great	  opportunity	  for	  expanding	  the	  use	  –	  and	  ultimately	  the	  impact	  –	  of	  all	  CCAFS	  
tools.	  CCAFS	  should	  consider	  widening	  their	  search	  image	  beyond	  tool-­‐specific	  topical	  experts	  (e.g.,	  crop	  
modelers,	  climate	  change	  researchers,	  plant	  breeders)	  or	  types	  of	  users	  (e.g.,	  students,	  researchers,	  
decision-­‐makers).	  
What	  respondents	  liked	  and	  disliked	  about	  the	  tools/datasets	  varied	  by	  tool.	  Generally,	  however,	  they	  
appreciated	  that	  CCAFS	  tools/datasets	  were	  easily	  accessible	  (and	  free),	  easy	  to	  use	  and	  to	  download	  
data,	  available	  all	  in	  one	  place,	  and	  well-­‐designed.	  Users	  of	  the	  climate	  portal	  liked	  the	  “one-­‐stop	  shop”	  
aspect	  for	  climate	  tools	  and	  databases,	  the	  range	  of	  spatial	  resolutions	  and	  models	  available,	  clear	  
presentations	  of	  complex	  processes,	  ease	  of	  navigation	  through	  datasets	  and	  the	  portal	  itself,	  and	  the	  
quality	  and	  accuracy	  of	  the	  data.	  One	  respondent	  noted,	  “It	  is	  easier	  to	  use	  than	  the	  IPCC	  website.”	  
Users	  of	  the	  baseline	  tool/datasets	  also	  appreciated	  the	  availability	  of	  open-­‐access	  data,	  and	  the	  
quantity	  of	  data	  available.	  	  
Two	  broad	  criticisms	  involved	  the	  technical	  skills	  required	  for	  some	  tools	  (e.g.,	  climate	  portal,	  MarkSim)	  
and	  Internet	  issues,	  including	  the	  speed	  of	  the	  website,	  whether	  it	  operated	  better	  on	  certain	  browsers	  
than	  others,	  and	  lack	  of	  offline	  versions	  of	  some	  tools	  (e.g.,	  for	  those	  with	  connectivity	  issues).	  Some	  
users	  of	  the	  climate	  portal	  suggested	  that	  not	  enough	  information	  was	  presented	  on	  each	  of	  the	  climate	  
models	  available.	  Several	  respondents	  felt	  that	  the	  download	  process	  could	  be	  quite	  tedious,	  requiring	  
too	  many	  steps,	  or	  “clicks”.	  Providing	  more	  or	  improved	  manuals,	  training	  guides	  or	  hands-­‐on	  
workshops	  were	  suggested	  as	  ways	  to	  increase	  use	  for	  many	  of	  the	  tools.	  Several	  respondents	  also	  
expressed	  interest	  in	  being	  able	  to	  use	  their	  own	  data	  in	  certain	  analyses	  (e.g.,	  Climate	  Analogues,	  
Future	  Scenarios).	  Users	  of	  the	  baseline	  tool	  indicated	  the	  data	  could	  be	  better	  organized	  as	  the	  
quantity	  of	  data	  available	  is	  significant	  and	  searching	  is	  time-­‐consuming	  and	  inefficient	  as	  currently	  
presented.	  	  
	  
Relevance	  of	  CCAFS	  tools/datasets	  to	  decision-­‐making	  	  
Respondents	  were	  in	  nearly	  unanimous	  agreement	  that	  CCAFS	  tools/datasets	  are	  relevant	  to	  their	  
professional	  information	  needs;	  99%	  of	  respondents	  replied	  affirmatively	  when	  asked	  if	  the	  CCAFS	  
tools/datasets	  were	  relevant	  to	  their	  field	  of	  work,	  regardless	  of	  whether	  they	  actually	  used	  them	  or	  
not.	  Figure	  24	  reports	  respondents’	  perceptions	  on	  whether	  CCAFS	  tools/datasets	  are	  considered	  
relevant	  to	  their	  organizations’	  information	  needs	  (Figure	  24a).	  For	  the	  most	  part,	  respondents	  felt	  that	  
CCAFS	  tools/datasets	  are	  relevant	  to	  the	  information	  needs	  of	  their	  institutions	  (81%).	  Only	  3%	  of	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respondents	  felt	  that	  they	  did	  not	  meet	  their	  institutions’	  needs,	  while	  16%	  of	  respondents	  indicated	  
they	  did	  not	  know.	  Of	  those	  indicating	  the	  tools	  did	  not	  meet	  their	  organization’s	  information	  needs,	  
one	  respondent	  acknowledged	  s/he	  had	  only	  downloaded	  climate	  data	  once	  and	  was	  not	  sufficiently	  
familiar	  with	  the	  tool	  generally	  or	  how	  it	  might	  be	  used	  within	  their	  university,	  and	  one	  indicated	  they	  
had	  only	  used	  the	  baseline	  survey	  for	  an	  NGO	  training	  exercise	  once.	  In	  both	  cases,	  responses	  could	  be	  
interpreted	  such	  that	  the	  tool	  was	  used	  for	  a	  specific	  and	  perhaps	  one-­‐time	  use	  but	  that	  the	  
respondents	  did	  not	  expect	  the	  tools	  to	  be	  more	  relevant	  than	  their	  immediate	  needs	  (i.e.,	  for	  
institutional	  or	  decision-­‐maker	  needs).	  The	  third	  respondent	  indicated	  that	  the	  Climate	  Analogue	  tool,	  in	  
particular,	  was	  relevant	  to	  senior-­‐level	  decision-­‐makers	  but	  did	  not	  meet	  the	  informational	  needs	  of	  
their	  institution.	  While	  the	  survey	  did	  not	  probe	  for	  tool-­‐specific	  explanations,	  s/he	  suggested	  generally	  
that	  more	  policy-­‐	  and	  decision-­‐makers	  need	  to	  be	  trained,	  and	  that	  follow-­‐up	  with	  those	  trained	  could	  
help	  CCAFS	  identify	  emerging	  challenges	  related	  to	  their	  tools.	  One	  possible	  interpretation	  is	  that	  the	  
informational	  needs	  of	  the	  organization	  might	  be	  better	  met	  by	  CCAFS	  tools/datasets	  if	  senior-­‐level	  
decision-­‐makers	  were	  more	  familiar	  with	  them.	  
Figure	  24.	  User	  perceptions	  on	  the	  relevance	  of	  CCAFS	  tools/datasets.	  
Fewer	  respondents	  felt	  CCAFS	  tools/datasets	  were	  relevant	  to	  the	  needs	  of	  decision-­‐makers	  within	  their	  
organizations/institutions	  (64%),	  while	  more	  respondents	  either	  didn’t	  know	  (25%)	  or	  felt	  CCAFS	  
tools/datasets	  did	  not	  meet	  the	  needs	  of	  senior-­‐level	  decision-­‐makers	  within	  their	  organizations	  (10%)	  
(Figure	  24b).	  	  
Given	  that	  a	  large	  percentage	  of	  respondents	  self-­‐identified	  as	  “academic/research”	  as	  their	  institutional	  
affiliation,	  it	  may	  not	  be	  too	  surprising	  that	  they	  are	  not	  aware	  of	  the	  relevance	  of	  CCAFS	  tools/datasets	  
to	  either	  their	  institutions’	  information	  needs	  or	  those	  of	  senior-­‐level	  decision-­‐makers	  within	  their	  
institutions.	  Senior-­‐level	  decision-­‐makers	  at	  academic	  institutions	  are	  more	  likely	  to	  be	  making	  
budgeting	  and	  other	  administrative	  decisions	  that	  do	  not	  require	  climate	  change-­‐related	  data	  or	  tools.	  
However,	  for	  other	  entities	  (e.g.,	  government	  agencies),	  there	  may	  be	  great	  opportunity	  to	  improve	  
awareness	  of	  specific	  CCAFS	  tools/datasets	  and	  their	  utility	  in	  decision-­‐making.	  	  
Respondents	  were	  then	  asked	  to	  identify	  how	  CCAFS	  tools/datasets	  are	  being	  used	  in	  decision-­‐making.	  
Respondents	  perceive	  that	  CCAFS	  tools/datasets	  are	  being	  used	  for	  a	  wide	  range	  of	  decisions	  (Figure	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25).22	  Perhaps	  not	  surprisingly,	  the	  majority	  of	  respondents	  (62%)	  indicated	  one	  or	  more	  CCAFS	  
tool/dataset	  are	  used	  in	  decisions	  related	  to	  research.	  	  
Figure	  25.	  User	  perceptions	  on	  how	  CCAFS	  tools/datasets	  are	  used	  in	  decision-­‐making	  (n=82).	  
	  
When	  asked	  how	  the	  CCAFS	  tools/datasets	  could	  be	  improved	  for	  use	  by	  decision-­‐makers,	  respondents	  
acknowledged	  the	  need	  for	  clear	  and	  easy	  to	  understand	  language.	  Decision-­‐makers	  –	  particularly	  at	  a	  
district	  level	  –	  often	  lack	  the	  scientific	  or	  technical	  background	  required	  to	  fully	  understand	  the	  
implications	  of	  some	  climate	  change-­‐based	  research.	  A	  community	  of	  practitioners	  might	  also	  help	  
promote	  the	  tools/datasets,	  especially	  in	  conjunction	  with	  more	  trainings	  and	  workshops.	  
Impact	  of	  CCAFS	  tools/datasets	  
Given	  the	  importance	  of	  and	  focus	  on	  climate-­‐related	  tools/datasets	  on	  the	  CCAFS	  website,	  respondents	  were	  asked	  
whether	  they	  felt	  the	  CCAFS	  tools/datasets	  have	  had	  a	  positive	  impact	  on	  the	  use	  of	  climate	  change	  information	  in	  policies	  
and	  programming	  for	  food	  security	  (	  
	  
Figure	  26).	  Over	  70%	  of	  respondents	  agreed	  that	  there	  has	  been	  a	  positive	  impact	  on	  the	  use	  of	  climate	  
change	  information	  for	  food	  security	  policies	  and	  programming	  (45%	  and	  26%	  strongly	  and	  slightly	  
agree,	  respectively).	  No	  respondent	  disagreed	  with	  the	  statement,	  though	  29%	  indicated	  they	  did	  not	  
know	  whether	  there	  had	  been	  any	  impact.	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Figure	  26.	  User	  perceptions	  of	  any	  positive	  impact	  of	  CCAFS	  tools/datasets	  on	  use	  of	  climate	  change	  
information	  for	  food	  security	  policies	  and	  programming	  (n=82).	  
Respondents	  who	  agreed	  that	  CCAFS	  tools/datasets	  had	  a	  positive	  impact	  on	  the	  use	  of	  climate	  change	  
information	  in	  formulating	  policies	  and	  programming	  on	  food	  security	  felt	  the	  impact	  was	  happening	  at	  
all	  levels	  though	  perhaps	  more	  so	  at	  national,	  regional	  and	  international	  levels	  than	  at	  a	  sub-­‐national	  
level	  (Figure	  27).23	  	  
Figure	  27.	  User	  perceptions	  on	  where	  CCAFS	  tools/datasets	  are	  having	  an	  impact	  (n=57).	  
	  
Specific	  examples	  of	  policies	  or	  programming	  that	  respondents	  indicated	  had	  been	  influenced	  by	  CCAFS	  
tools/datasets	  include:	  the	  National	  Climate	  Change	  Policy	  in	  Ghana,	  a	  Water	  Productivity	  Program	  in	  
Kenya,	  endangered	  species	  work	  in	  Sonora,	  Mexico,	  a	  national	  food	  security	  mission	  in	  India,	  the	  Kenyan	  
Ministry	  of	  Agricultures’	  program	  with	  Traditional	  High	  Value	  Crops	  (THVC),	  for	  training	  at	  CCAFS	  sites	  
(e.g.,	  Nyando,	  Western	  Kenya),	  an	  agriculture	  sector	  development	  plan	  in	  Tanzania,	  Bioversity’s	  
Integrated	  National	  Policy	  Approaches,	  for	  designing	  adaptation	  strategies	  to	  improve	  food	  security	  in	  
Ethiopia,	  and	  Niger’s	  National	  Action	  Programme	  for	  Adaptation	  (PANA).	  
Figure	  28	  reports	  respondent	  perspectives	  on	  whether	  they	  felt	  CCAFS	  tools/datasets	  had	  positively	  
impacted	  government	  expenditures	  on	  climate	  change	  activities	  for	  improving	  food	  security	  among	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vulnerable	  populations	  (e.g.,	  climate-­‐smart	  agriculture).	  Over	  one-­‐half	  of	  respondents	  (51%)	  reported	  
not	  knowing	  whether	  CCAFS	  tools/datasets	  had	  positively	  impacted	  government	  expenditures	  on	  
climate-­‐related	  activities.	  Again,	  this	  may	  not	  be	  surprising	  given	  the	  bias	  toward	  academics/researchers	  
in	  the	  sample.	  A	  total	  of	  45%	  of	  respondents	  perceived	  that	  CCAFS	  tools/datasets	  have	  had	  some	  impact	  
on	  government	  expenditures	  for	  climate	  change	  activities	  (18%	  and	  27%	  strongly	  and	  slightly	  agree,	  
respectively),	  while	  4%	  disagreed	  with	  the	  statement.	  
Figure	  28.	  User	  perceptions	  on	  any	  positive	  impact	  of	  CCAFS	  tools/datasets	  on	  government	  
expenditures	  for	  climate	  change	  activities	  (n=82).	  
	  
Finally,	  respondents	  were	  asked	  about	  the	  CCAFS	  website	  itself	  (www.ccafs.cgiar.org).	  The	  vast	  majority	  
(88%)	  of	  all	  respondents	  consider	  the	  CCAFS	  website	  to	  be	  user-­‐friendly	  (n=81),	  while	  only	  12%	  did	  not.	  
Regardless	  of	  whether	  they	  felt	  the	  website	  was	  user-­‐friendly	  or	  not,	  respondents	  suggested	  making	  
information	  available	  in	  other	  languages	  (e.g.,	  Spanish,	  French,	  Portuguese),	  improving	  downloads	  (e.g.,	  
easier	  to	  read	  metadata	  files),	  and	  simply	  making	  it	  even	  more	  user-­‐friendly	  (e.g.,	  less	  clicks/fewer	  steps,	  
easier	  searching).	  	  
Overall,	  CCAFS	  tools/datasets	  appear	  to	  be	  well-­‐utilized,	  particularly	  for	  academic	  or	  research	  activities.	  
Information	  is	  widely	  used	  by	  CGIAR	  and	  other	  researchers	  (e.g.,	  national	  programs,	  private	  interests,	  
NGOs),	  graduate	  students,	  and	  instructors.	  At	  this	  time,	  it	  is	  clear	  that	  most	  tools	  are	  used	  primarily	  for	  
research	  purposes,	  with	  minimal	  impact	  at	  policy	  and	  decision-­‐making	  levels.	  In	  some	  instances,	  this	  
stems	  from	  the	  more	  recent	  release	  of	  a	  tool	  such	  that	  sufficient	  time	  has	  not	  yet	  occurred	  for	  it	  to	  have	  
found	  its	  way	  to	  the	  relevant	  levels	  of	  use	  –	  and	  understanding	  by	  targeted	  users.	  Other	  tools	  are	  not	  
likely	  to	  be	  taken	  up	  at	  higher	  levels	  of	  decision-­‐making	  (e.g.,	  MarkSim,	  downscaled	  climate	  data).	  	  
VI.	  Lessons	  learned	  
	  
Taken	  together,	  the	  individual	  CCAFS	  tools	  and	  datasets	  selected	  for	  review	  under	  this	  assessment	  
attempt	  to	  work	  together	  to	  inform	  and	  effect	  change	  at	  multiple	  scales	  and	  institutional	  levels,	  from	  
field-­‐level	  interventions	  to	  national	  and	  regional	  policy	  processes.	  Each	  of	  these	  “tools”	  represents	  to	  
some	  extent	  a	  “program”	  (e.g.,	  Future	  Scenarios,	  Baselines)	  that	  could	  be	  the	  subject	  of	  a	  discrete	  and	  
focused	  evaluation.	  Due	  in	  part	  to	  several	  challenges	  encountered	  during	  the	  review	  process,	  this	  study	  
serves	  as	  more	  of	  a	  general	  review	  of	  a	  complex	  and	  adaptive	  spectrum	  of	  tools,	  data,	  and	  processes	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than	  an	  in-­‐depth	  evaluation.	  This	  review	  has	  identified	  a	  number	  of	  lessons	  learned	  that	  should	  be	  
considered	  for	  Phase	  II	  –	  or	  other	  future	  research	  activities	  –	  in	  order	  to	  further	  enhance	  impact.	  	  
v Although	  it	  was	  made	  explicit	  that	  the	  evaluation	  was	  focused	  on	  Phase	  I,	  prior	  to	  development	  
of	  a	  CCAFS	  Theory	  of	  Change	  (TOC),	  lack	  of	  a	  TOC	  made	  it	  somewhat	  challenging	  to	  assess	  
outcomes	  and	  potential	  impacts.	  It	  was	  not	  very	  clear	  what	  the	  strategic	  thinking	  had	  been	  for	  
each	  of	  the	  tools	  being	  assessed,	  as	  only	  limited	  –	  and	  somewhat	  disparate	  –	  internal	  
documents	  were	  provided	  by	  CIAT	  (e.g.,	  program	  concept	  notes,	  business/activity	  plans,	  
logframes).	  Thus,	  it	  was	  extremely	  difficult	  to	  identify	  exactly	  where	  and	  how	  most	  of	  the	  tools	  
being	  evaluated	  fit	  into	  the	  overall	  CCAFS	  program	  strategy.	  What	  was	  the	  strategic	  logic	  that	  
resulted	  in	  development	  of	  each	  tool	  and	  how	  does	  the	  tool	  –	  and	  its	  use	  by	  a	  target	  group	  –	  
contribute	  to	  CCAFS’s	  overarching	  goals?	  For	  example,	  there	  are	  many	  climate	  models/datasets	  
available	  online,	  what	  was	  the	  strategic	  need	  for	  developing	  additional	  ones,	  i.e.,	  what	  specific	  
niche	  does	  MarkSim	  fill,	  especially	  if	  DSSAT	  users	  can	  get	  DSSAT-­‐ready	  files	  from	  other	  sources?	  
This	  was	  easier	  to	  determine	  for	  some	  tools	  than	  others	  but	  there	  remained,	  overall,	  a	  lack	  of	  
documentation	  describing	  the	  “global	  thinking”	  that	  traced	  the	  linkages	  and	  pathways	  between	  
each	  tool	  and	  CCAFS	  goals.	  For	  example,	  it	  was	  not	  entirely	  obvious	  from	  which	  of	  the	  four	  
themes	  each	  tool	  derived	  and	  why.	  This	  information	  may	  exist,	  in	  fact	  we	  assume	  it	  likely	  does,	  
but	  the	  evaluation	  team	  did	  not	  have	  access	  to	  it.	  
v For	  many	  users,	  the	  time	  lapse	  between	  their	  use	  of	  a	  tool	  and	  this	  assessment	  meant	  they	  had	  
difficulty	  recalling	  the	  specifics	  of	  their	  involvement.	  In	  particular,	  stakeholders	  engaged	  in	  the	  
early	  Future	  Scenarios	  workshops	  in	  East	  Africa,	  for	  example,	  were	  looking	  back	  to	  2011.	  
Likewise,	  some	  users	  of	  the	  more	  “technical”	  tools	  (e.g.,	  AgTrials,	  climate	  models)	  had	  used	  
them	  once	  or	  twice	  years	  ago	  and	  never	  returned.	  Some	  of	  these	  users	  declined	  to	  be	  
interviewed,	  while	  others	  were	  happy	  to	  contribute,	  even	  if	  somewhat	  limited	  in	  their	  recall.	  
v The	  process	  for	  obtaining	  data	  from	  within	  the	  CG	  system	  was	  chaotic	  and	  disorganized.	  Data	  
came	  from	  various	  individuals	  with	  no	  single	  oversight	  entity	  or	  contact	  person,	  nor	  “directory”,	  
to	  guide	  our	  requests.	  Multiple	  emails	  –	  with	  multiple	  and	  a	  seemingly	  ever-­‐changing	  cohort	  of	  
individuals	  –	  were	  required	  to	  solicit	  specific	  data.	  Data	  for	  the	  same	  tool	  often	  came	  from	  
different	  individuals,	  depending	  on	  the	  type	  of	  data	  and	  the	  web	  address	  (e.g.,	  
www.ccafs.cgiar.org,	  www.ccafs-­‐cgiar.org).	  For	  example,	  data	  on	  downloads	  of	  specific	  baseline	  
tools	  were	  provided	  through	  one	  individual	  at	  one	  CG	  location	  while	  website	  statistics	  for	  the	  
same	  tools	  were	  provided	  by	  another	  individual	  at	  a	  different	  CG	  location.	  Those	  individuals	  
with	  whom	  the	  evaluation	  team	  eventually	  corresponded	  regarding	  data	  were	  extremely	  helpful	  
and	  forthcoming	  with	  requested	  data.	  However,	  there	  needs	  to	  be	  a	  more	  straightforward	  and	  
streamlined	  process	  for	  “finding”	  those	  individuals	  and	  for	  integrating	  data	  from	  various	  sources	  
within	  the	  CG	  system.	  	  	  
The	  Google	  Analytics	  data	  provided	  by	  CIAT	  was	  inconsistent	  in	  presentation.	  In	  some	  analyses,	  
the	  number	  of	  visits	  was	  reported	  while	  other	  analyses	  provided	  the	  number	  of	  sessions	  and	  
users.	  No	  definitions	  were	  provided	  for	  sessions,	  visits	  or	  users.	  Some	  analyses	  included	  the	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language	  in	  which	  the	  sessions	  had	  occurred	  (providing	  some	  sense	  of	  location)	  while	  other	  
analyses	  presented	  the	  geolocation	  (i.e.,	  country)	  of	  sessions.	  Data	  were	  presented	  for	  different	  
time	  spans	  during	  the	  same	  year	  (e.g.,	  January	  –	  June,	  January	  –	  August)	  and	  some	  tools	  lacked	  
data	  for	  parts	  of	  a	  year.	  Together,	  this	  makes	  any	  comparison	  difficult	  at	  best,	  and	  in	  some	  cases	  
impossible.	  	  
v Overall,	  there	  was	  a	  general	  lack	  of	  knowledge	  about	  many	  of	  the	  CCAFS	  tools/datasets	  among	  
users.	  Perhaps	  not	  surprisingly,	  many	  users	  focus	  only	  on	  those	  tools	  most	  relevant	  to	  their	  area	  
of	  expertise.	  However,	  there	  is	  fairly	  limited	  awareness	  –	  and	  even	  less	  use	  –	  of	  many	  tools	  at	  
CCAFS	  sites	  themselves.	  At	  some	  sites,	  activities	  are	  just	  getting	  underway	  and	  there	  has	  not	  yet	  
been	  the	  opportunity	  for	  partners	  to	  explore	  certain	  tools.	  This	  should	  change	  over	  time,	  
although	  some	  tools	  simply	  remain	  less	  well-­‐known	  than	  others.	  This	  may	  be	  due	  both	  to	  a	  
general	  need	  for	  more	  promotion	  of	  CCAFS	  tools/datasets	  and/or	  staff	  turnover	  among	  
partners,	  where	  knowledge	  is	  simply	  lost	  as	  individuals	  change	  jobs.	  	  
VII.	  Recommendations	  
	  
Based	  on	  this	  review,	  five	  recommendations	  are	  proposed	  for	  consideration	  by	  CIAT	  for	  improving	  the	  
effectiveness,	  efficiency	  and	  ultimately,	  the	  impact	  of	  CCAFS	  tools/datasets.	  
v For	  those	  tools	  CCAFS	  identifies	  as	  having	  policy	  implications,	  more	  emphasis	  should	  be	  placed	  
on	  the	  complete	  policy	  cycle	  in	  order	  to	  strengthen	  research-­‐policy	  linkages.	  How	  do	  crop	  
modeling	  results	  generated	  through	  CCAFS	  tools	  link	  to	  decision-­‐makers	  (e.g.,	  which	  decision-­‐
makers,	  for	  what	  types	  of	  decisions)?	  In	  particular,	  thought	  needs	  to	  be	  given	  to	  how	  the	  
research-­‐policy	  links	  can	  be	  strengthened	  within	  the	  CG	  system,	  which	  is	  where	  many	  tools	  are	  
currently	  most	  relevant.	  Certain	  tools	  (e.g.,	  Future	  Scenarios)	  are	  promoted	  directly	  to	  high	  level	  
decision-­‐makers.	  How	  can	  this	  strategy	  be	  adapted	  for	  other	  CCAFS	  tools	  to	  more	  directly	  link	  to	  
the	  policy	  decision-­‐making	  process?	  
v Put	  into	  place	  a	  monitoring	  and	  evaluation	  system	  that	  will	  enable	  CIAT	  to	  determine	  the	  policy	  
impact	  of	  relevant	  CCAFS	  tools/datasets.	  Not	  all	  tools	  may	  be	  amenable	  to	  tracking	  through	  an	  
M&E	  system	  (e.g.,	  Hotspot	  mapping	  report,	  Working	  Paper	  No.	  23),	  but	  improvements	  to	  
tracking	  who	  is	  using	  CCAFS	  tools/datasets	  are	  possible.	  The	  M&E	  system	  should	  include	  
identification	  of	  targeted	  users,	  some	  sort	  of	  baseline	  assessment,	  and	  indicators	  that	  can	  be	  
tracked	  and	  that	  are	  consistent	  with	  a	  TOC	  that	  describes	  the	  pathways	  of	  change	  from	  inputs	  
through	  outputs,	  outcomes	  and	  impacts.	  
v Develop	  a	  more	  organized	  system	  for	  collecting	  and	  disseminating	  data	  important	  to	  tracking	  
users	  of	  CCAFS	  tools/datasets.	  CIAT	  already	  does	  significant	  tracking	  of	  users	  on	  at	  least	  certain	  
tools.	  Given	  CCAFS	  stated	  M&E	  goals	  of	  a	  user-­‐	  and	  utilization-­‐focused	  system	  (Schuetz	  et	  al.	  
2014),	  the	  existing	  tracking	  system	  needs	  to	  be	  expanded	  and/or	  adapted	  to	  other	  tools	  of	  
interest,	  based	  on	  a	  well-­‐developed	  TOC	  and	  identification	  of	  indicators	  for	  measuring	  success.	  
For	  example,	  the	  type	  of	  user	  data	  currently	  collected	  for	  the	  gender	  guide	  does	  not	  allow	  for	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tracking	  users,	  how	  the	  guide	  is	  used,	  or	  assessing	  its	  impact.	  The	  recent	  publication	  of	  the	  
gender	  toolkit	  presents	  an	  opportunity	  to	  collect	  this	  type	  of	  information	  from	  individuals	  who	  
download	  the	  document,	  if	  registration	  were	  required.	  Additionally,	  more	  standardized	  and	  
defined	  lists	  of	  response	  options	  in	  the	  registration	  process	  (e.g.,	  academic	  versus	  research)	  or	  
prompts	  for	  certain	  information	  (e.g.,	  enter	  a	  full	  name	  rather	  than	  acronym;	  ‘University	  of	  
Washington’	  rather	  than	  ‘UW’)	  could	  generate	  more	  informative	  data	  on	  users.	  
Better	  organization	  and	  documentation	  of	  what	  data	  are	  collected,	  how	  they	  are	  collected	  (i.e.,	  
more	  consistency	  across	  tools,	  e.g.,	  visitors	  versus	  sessions),	  where	  it	  is	  archived,	  and	  how	  to	  
access	  it	  would	  greatly	  facilitate	  CIAT’s	  ability	  to	  track	  progress	  and	  generate	  reports.	  The	  skills	  
obviously	  exist	  within	  CIAT	  already	  and	  could	  easily	  be	  tasked	  with	  developing	  improved	  
systems	  for	  data	  collection	  and	  tracking	  users.	  	  
v Support	  user	  networks	  and	  promote	  multi-­‐site	  learning	  to	  build	  capacity	  and	  increase	  
connections	  with	  and	  among	  users.	  Developing	  an	  online	  network	  of	  users	  of	  CCAFS	  
tools/datasets	  could	  foster	  exchange	  among	  researchers	  and	  practitioners	  and	  help	  promote	  
CCAFS	  products.	  For	  example,	  the	  gender	  and	  climate	  change	  manual	  presents	  clear	  and	  
relevant	  guidance	  for	  participatory	  research	  linking	  gender	  to	  climate	  change,	  agriculture,	  and	  
food	  security.	  CCAFS	  should	  consider	  how	  existing	  gender-­‐oriented	  online	  web	  pages	  (gender	  
research,	  blog	  stories)	  could	  be	  used	  to	  facilitate	  a	  network	  of	  researchers	  who	  have	  used	  the	  
resource	  in	  the	  field,	  similar	  to	  the	  “Lessons	  learned”	  shared	  through	  the	  CCAFS	  gender	  and	  
equity	  blog	  (Chaudhury	  2012).	  Furthermore,	  CCAFS	  should	  consider	  other	  opportunities	  to	  
provide	  further	  training	  specifically	  to	  build	  the	  capacity	  of	  local	  users	  to	  access	  and	  utilize	  
CCAFS	  products.	  
v Increase	  access	  to	  online	  resources	  throughout	  the	  CG	  system	  (particularly	  at	  the	  field	  level)	  and	  
among	  partner	  organizations.	  Interviews	  suggest	  that	  data	  and	  materials	  are	  underutilized	  both	  
within	  and	  outside	  of	  the	  CG	  system	  and	  that	  opportunity	  exists	  to	  promote	  and	  increase	  access	  
to	  many	  CCAFS	  tools/datasets	  (e.g.,	  gender	  manual,	  MarkSimGCM,	  Hotspot	  mapping	  report,	  
Working	  Paper	  No.	  23).	  In	  particular,	  user	  manuals/guides,	  supplementary	  materials	  (e.g.,	  
research	  protocols,	  background	  documentation),	  and	  source	  codes,	  are	  in	  high	  demand	  across	  
many	  tools.	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Annex	  A.	  Terms	  of	  Reference	  	  
	  
Terms	  of	  Reference	  
Consultancy	  to	  conduct	  an	  evaluation	  of	  CCAFS	  data	  and	  tools	  work	  
Background	  
The	  CGIAR	  Research	  Programme	  on	  Climate	  Change,	  Agriculture	  and	  Food	  Security	  (CCAFS)	  is	  a	  research	  
partnership	  between	  CGIAR	  and	  Future	  Earth,	  the	  global	  environmental	  change	  community.	  Our	  goal	  is	  
to	  promote	  a	  food-­‐secure	  world	  through	  the	  provision	  of	  science-­‐based	  efforts	  that	  support	  sustainable	  
agriculture	  and	  enhance	  livelihoods	  while	  adapting	  to	  climate	  change	  and	  conserving	  natural	  resources	  
and	  environmental	  services.	  Our	  theory	  of	  change	  commits	  us	  to	  contributing	  to	  development	  outcomes	  
through	  strategic	  partnerships,	  capacity	  building,	  communication,	  open	  access	  data,	  real	  time	  
monitoring	  and	  evaluation,	  and	  a	  strong	  focus	  on	  gender.	  Thematic	  research	  in	  CCAFS	  is	  implemented	  in	  
four	  themes:	  long-­‐term	  adaptation,	  climate	  risk	  management,	  low	  emissions	  agriculture,	  and	  integration	  
for	  decision	  making.	  We	  work	  in	  five	  regions:	  South	  Asia,	  East	  Africa,	  West	  Africa,	  Latin	  America	  and	  
South-­‐East	  Asia.	  More	  information	  can	  be	  found	  at	  www.ccafs.cgiar.org.	  	  
CCAFS	  research	  themes	  and	  regions,	  associated	  CGIAR	  centres	  and	  partners,	  have	  been	  generating	  large	  
amounts	  of	  data	  of	  many	  different	  types,	  including	  climate	  data,	  agricultural	  trial	  data,	  socio-­‐economic	  
data,	  interactive	  mapping	  applications,	  toolkits	  of	  adaptation	  and	  mitigation	  options,	  for	  example.	  These	  
data	  are	  stored	  and/or	  hosted	  on	  several	  different	  platforms,	  including	  the	  Adaptation	  and	  Mitigation	  
Knowledge	  Network	  (www.amkn.org),	  the	  CCAFS	  climate	  portal	  (www.ccafs-­‐climate.org),	  the	  Agtrials	  
portal	  (www.agtrials.org),	  a	  CCAFS	  Dataverse	  (http://thedata.harvard.edu/dvn/dv/CCAFSbaseline),	  and	  
the	  CCAFS	  website	  (www.ccafs.cgiar.org).	  Data	  and	  tools	  development	  within	  CCAFS	  has	  been	  
conducted	  throughout	  all	  research	  themes,	  though	  with	  most	  emphasis	  on	  Theme	  1	  (Long-­‐term	  
adaptation)	  and	  Theme	  4	  (Integration	  for	  decision	  making)	  from	  2011	  to	  date.	  	  
Objectives	  
The	  consultant	  will	  conduct	  an	  assessment	  of	  the	  CCAFS	  data	  and	  tools	  work	  which	  has	  been	  
(co)developed	  with	  a	  wide	  range	  of	  CCAFS	  partners.	  The	  assessment	  will	  deliver	  evidence	  on	  who	  is	  
using	  CCAFS	  data	  and	  tools	  and	  for	  what	  purposes	  –	  the	  objective	  is	  to	  look	  beyond	  use	  and	  uptake	  to	  
explore	  whether	  and	  how	  the	  use	  of	  CCAFS	  data	  and	  tools	  has	  contributed	  to	  outcomes,	  i.e.	  to	  
knowledge,	  attitude	  or	  skills	  changes,	  as	  well	  as	  behaviour	  and	  practice	  changes	  of	  different	  user	  groups.	  
The	  consultant	  will:	  
• Conduct	  an	  assessment	  of	  the	  CCAFS	  data	  and	  tools	  work,	  including,	  but	  not	  limited	  to,	  CCAFS	  
climate	  data,	  CCAFS	  baselines	  data,	  and	  vulnerability	  mapping;	  
• Document	  and	  provide	  evidence	  of	  who	  is	  using	  CCAFS	  data	  and	  tools	  and	  for	  what	  purposes,	  
while	  looking	  at	  different	  categories	  of	  actors,	  including	  next	  users	  such	  as	  researchers,	  as	  well	  as	  
decision	  makers	  in	  national,	  regional	  or	  international	  organisations;	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• Document	  and	  provide	  evidence	  of	  where	  the	  use	  and	  uptake	  of	  CCAFS	  data	  and	  tools	  has	  
contributed	  to	  outcomes	  (i.e.	  to	  knowledge,	  attitude	  or	  skills	  changes,	  as	  well	  as	  behaviour	  and	  
practice	  changes	  of	  different	  user	  groups);	  
• Conduct	  extensive	  internet	  searches,	  including	  grey	  literature,	  complemented	  by	  interviews	  where	  
appropriate	  with	  producers	  and/or	  (potential)	  users	  of	  CCAFS	  data	  and	  tools	  to	  explore	  which	  data	  
and	  tools	  are	  being	  used	  in	  research,	  priority	  setting,	  and	  decision	  making.	  Some	  international	  
travel	  may	  be	  require;	  
• Explore	  the	  use	  of	  data	  and	  tools,	  and	  any	  impact,	  at	  selected	  CCAFS	  sites;	  
• As	  part	  of	  the	  evaluation,	  develop	  recommendations	  as	  to	  how	  CCAFS	  can	  improve	  the	  
contribution	  of	  its	  data	  and	  tools	  to	  outcomes	  at	  different	  scales;	  
• Work	  closely	  with	  CCAFS	  personnel,	  including	  the	  knowledge	  and	  data	  sharing	  team	  and	  all	  theme	  
and	  region	  teams.	  
Activity	  plan	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
Deliverables	  
• An	  inception	  report	  that	  outlines	  the	  strategy	  and	  methodology	  to	  be	  used,	  along	  with	  a	  
detailed	  workplan	  (26	  September).	  
• A	  brief	  report	  containing	  preliminary	  findings	  (17	  October).	  
• Final	  report	  (14	  November).	  The	  report	  should	  include	  a	  list	  of	  indicators	  that	  can	  be	  used	  in	  the	  
future	  to	  look	  at	  trends	  and	  monitor	  use	  by	  target	  users	  groups	  and	  stakeholders,	  and,	  if	  
possible,	  a	  discussion	  on	  processes	  and	  templates	  for	  future	  assessments.	  
• A	  Powerpoint	  presentation	  and	  brief	  (28	  November).	  
	  
Supervision	  and	  reporting	  
The	  consultant	  will	  be	  jointly	  supervised	  by	  Philip	  Thornton	  (ILRI)	  Theme	  4.2	  Leader	  and	  Andy	  Jarvis	  
(CIAT)	  Theme	  1	  leader.	  The	  Theme	  science	  officers	  Wiebke	  Foerch	  (ILRI)	  and	  Osana	  Bonilla	  (CIAT)	  will	  
provide	  backstopping.	  
Remuneration	  and	  Timing	  
Three	  months,	  from	  August	  26	  to	  1	  December	  2014.	  
Lump	  sum	  payment	  of	  USD	  40,756.	  If	  needed,	  limited	  international	  travel	  can	  be	  supported	  in	  addition.	  
Payment	  schedule:	  	  
• October	  1,	  2014:	  upon	  approval	  of	  inception	  report	  ,	  20%	  (USD	  8,151)	  
• Review	  existing	  literature,	  policy	  documents,	  etc.	   26	  August	  -­‐	  12	  September	  
• Inception	  report	   26	  September	  	  
• Stakeholder	  interviews	   10	  –	  23	  September	  
• Submit	  draft	  report	   17	  October	  
• Comments	  on	  1st	  draft	  returned	  to	  TANGO	   31	  October	  
• Review	  comments	  and	  revise	  	   3	  -­‐	  14	  November	  
• Submit	  final	  document	   by	  14	  November	  
• Delivery	  of	  PowerPoint	  presentation	  and	  brief	   28	  November	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• October	  30,	  2014:	  upon	  approval	  of	  preliminary	  findings,	  30%	  (USD	  12,227)	  	  
• December	  1,	  2014:	  upon	  approval	  of	  final	  report	  and	  delivery	  of	  summary	  presentation	  and	  
brief,	  50%	  (USD	  20,378)	  
For	  more	  information,	  please	  contact	  Wiebke	  Foerch	  (w.foerch@cgiar.org)	  and	  Osana	  Bonilla	  
(o.bonilla@cgiar.org).	  
	  
	  
	   	  
63	  |	  P a g e 	  
	   Evaluation	  of	  CCFAS	  Data	  and	  Tools	  
February	  2,	  2015	  -­‐FINAL	  
Annex	  B.	  Stakeholders	  interviewed	  
Name	   Title	   Affiliation	   Email	  address	  
Future	  Scenarios	  
Le	  Hoang	  Anh	   Climate	  Change	  Focal	  Point	   Department	  of	  Science,	  
Technology	  and	  
Development	  
lehoanganh06@gmail.com	  	  
Hakuza	  
Annunciata	  
Senior	  Economist	   Min.	  of	  Ag.,	  Animal	  
Industry	  &	  Fisheries	  
maaifewu@yahoo.co.uk	  	  
Truong	  Quoc	  
Can	  
Deputy	  Director,	  Senior	  
Livelihood	  Advisor,	  Vietnam	  
Forests	  and	  Deltas	  Program	  
(VFD)	  
Center	  for	  Sustainable	  
Rural	  Development	  (SRD)	  
can@srd.org.vn	  	  
Romina	  
Cavatassi	  
Natural	  Resource	  
Economist	  
FAO	  -­‐	  EPIC	   Romina.Cavatassi@fao.org	  	  
Luis	  Quintanilla	  
Chacón	  	  
Agricultural	  Economist	   INIEA	   lquintanilla@inia.gob.pe	  	  
Kouang	  
Douangsila	  	  
Deputy	  Director	  General,	  
DALAM	  
MAFF	   kouang@gmail.com	  	  
Mark	  Fenn	  	   Director,	  Vietnam	  Forests	  
and	  Deltas	  Program	  
Winrock	  International	   MFenn@winrock.org	  	  
Wellars	  Furere	  	   Productive	  Sector	  Expert	   Ministry	  of	  East	  African	  
Community	  Affairs	  
fullars@yahoo.fr	  	  
Aditi	  Kapoor	  	   Director,	  Policy	  and	  Gender	   Alternative	  Futures	   aditikapoor2@gmail.com	  	  
Patricio	  López	  	   	   Ecuador	   pflopezb@yahoo.com	  	  
Laura	  Meza	  	   Expert	  Advisor	  on	  Climate	  
Change	  and	  Disaster	  Risk	  
Management	  
FAO,	  Latin	  America	  
Regional	  Office	  
laura.meza@fao.org	  	  
Dismas	  Mwikila	  	   Climate	  Change	  Adoption	  
Specialist	  
East	  African	  Community	  
Secretariat	  
dmwikila@eachq.org	  	  
Philbert	  
Nsengiyumva	  	  
Climate	  Change	  and	  Policy	  
Manager	  
Albertine	  Rift	  Conservation	  
Society	  
pnsengiyumva@arcosnetwork.org	  	  
Delali	  Kofi	  
Nutsukpo	  	  
Deputy	  Director,	  
Environment	  and	  Land	  
Management	  Division	  
MOFA	   kofi_nutsukpo@live.com	  	  
Hasan	  Risvi	  	   Chief	  Knowledge	  Officer	  /	  
Regional	  Director	  for	  Asia	  
LEAD/	  Climate	  and	  
Development	  Knowledge	  
Network	  
hrizvi@lead.org.pk	  	  
Simelton	  
Elisabeth	  
Scientist	   World	  Agroforestry	  Center	   E.Simelton@cgiar.org	  	  
Dai	  Nghia	  Tran	   Team	  Leader,	  Policy	  
Research	  
IPSARD	   tran.nghiadai99@gmail.com	  	  
Joost	  Vervoort	  	   Scenarios	  Officers	   CCAFS	   joost.vervoort@eci.ox.ac.uk	  	  
Gopikrishna	  
Warrier	  
Regional	  Manager,	  
Environment	  
Panos	   gopi@panossouthasia.org	  	  
Nguyen	  Thi	  Yen	   Manager,	  DRR	  and	  CC	   CARE	   NguyenThi.Yen@careint.org	  	  
Baselines	  
Carlos	  Barahona	   Dep.	  Director,	  Stat	  Services	  
Centre	  
University	  of	  Reading	   c.e.barahona@reading.ac.uk	  	  
Yoseph	  Berhane	   Env.	  Consultant	   GIZ	  SLM	  GCCA,	  Ethiopia	   yosephbet@gmail.com	  	  
Anish	  Chatterjee	   Sr.	  Climate	  Officer	   WWF-­‐India	   hodosu@yahoo.com	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Nadia	  Djenontin	   Assoc.	  Professional	  Officer	   CIFOR,	  Burkina	  Faso	   I.Djenontin@cgiar.org	  	  
Arun	  Khatri-­‐
Chhetri	   Science	  Officer	  
CCAFS/IWMI,	  South	  Asia	  
Region	  
A.Khatri-­‐Chhetri@cgiar.org	  	  
Philip	  Kimeli	   Research	  Assistant,	  M&E	   CCAFS	  /	  ILRI,	  Nairobi	   P.Kimeli@cgiar.org	  	  
Marty	  Luckert	  
Professor,	  NRM,	  Econ,	  
Policy	   University	  of	  Alberta	  
mluckert@ualberta.ca	  	  
Sarah	  McKune	  
Assistant	  Professor,	  
Epidemiology	   University	  of	  Florida	  
smckune@ufl.edu	  	  
Miranda	  Morgan	   Post	  Doc,	  Gender	   Worldfish,	  Malaysia	  	   m.morgan@cgiar.org	  	  
Abayomi	  Samuel	  
Oyekale	   Asst	  Prof,	  Ag	  Sci	   North-­‐West	  University,	  SA	  
asoyekale@gmail.com	  	  
Gloria	  Otieno	  
Assoc	  Expert,	  CGR	  &	  FS	  
Policy	   Bioversity,	  Kampala	  
g.otieno@cgiar.org	  	  
John	  Recha	   PAR	  Specialist,	  	  
CCAFS	  /	  ILRI,	  East	  Africa	  
Region	  
j.recha@cgiar.org	  	  
Riswana	  
Soundardjee	   M&E	  officer	  
Aga	  Khan	  Foundation,	  
Geneva	  
riswana.soundardjee@akdn.org	  	  
Rachel	  Stern	   Researcher	  	   Incisive	  Services	  Group	   radida1@yahoo.com	  	  
Jeske	  van	  de	  
Gevel	   Associate	  Scientist	   Bioversity	  /	  ICRAF,	  Nairobi	  
jvandegevel@cgiar.org	  	  
Gender	  
Arun	  Khatri-­‐
Chhetri	   Science	  Officer	  
CCAFS/IWMI,	  South	  Asia	  
Region	  
A.Khatri-­‐Chhetri@cgiar.org	  	  
Aditi	  Kapoor	   Director,	  Policy	  and	  gender	   Alternative	  Futures,	  India	   aditikapoor2@gmail.com	  	  
Sarah	  McKune	  
Assistant	  Professor,	  
Epidemiology	   University	  of	  Florida	  
smckune@ufl.edu	  	  
Maria	  Nuutinen	  
Climate	  Change	  and	  
Gender	  Officer	   FAO,	  MICCA	  
maria.nuutinen@fao.org	  	  
Miranda	  Morgan	   Post	  Doc,	  Gender	   Worldfish,	  Malaysia	  	   m.morgan@cgiar.org	  	  
Climate	  Portal/MarkSim	  
Timo	  Bauer	   	   Caribbean	  Community	  
Climate	  Change	  Centre	  
tbaur@caribbeanclimate.bz	  	  
Diego	  Pons	   PhD	  graduate	  student	   Centro	  de	  Estudios	  
Ambientales	  y	  de	  
Biodiversidad,	  Universidad	  
del	  Valle	  de	  Guatemala	  
andrespons_1@yahoo.com	  	  
Dickens	  Odeny	   PhD	  graduate	  student	   University	  of	  Nairobi	   dodeny@yahoo.com	  	  
Samiha	  Ouda	   Researcher	  	   Agricultural	  Research	  
Center	  
samihaouda@yahoo.com	  	  
Albano	  Gonzales	   Assistant	  Professor	   Universidad	  de	  La	  Laguna	   aglezf@ull.es	  	  
Beatriz	  Ramirez	   PhD	  graduate	  student	   Wageningen	  University	  and	  
Research	  Centre	  
be.ramir@gmail.com	  	  
Charles	  
Truettner	  
Research	  Ecologist	   NatureTrends,	  LLC	   charles.reuttner@gmail.com	  	  
Dieudonne	  
Harahagazwe	  
Researcher,	  Crop	  
Ecophysiology	  and	  
Modeling	  
International	  Potato	  
Center,	  CGIAR	  
d.harahagazwe@cgiar.org	  	  
David	  Henriquez	   	   Universidad	  de	  Chile	   dhenriquezorellana@gmail.com	  	  
Yongyut	  Trisurat	   Professor	   Kasetsart	  University	   fforyyt@ku.ac.th	  	  
Jaime	  
Ribalaygua	  
Senior	  Researcher,	  
President	  of	  the	  
Fundacion	  para	  la	  
Investigacion	  del	  Clima	  
fic@ficlima.org	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Foundation	  
	  
Flavia	  Pinto	   	   Rio	  de	  Janeiro	  Botanical	  
Garden	  
flaviasantospinto@gmail.com	  	  
Grisel	  Velasquez	   	   Instituto	  Venezolano	  de	  
Investigaciones	  Cientificas	  
griselvcauri@gmail.com	  	  
Janet	  Reyes	   Geographer	   Aerial	  Information	  Systems	   jreyes@aisgis.com	  	  
Kai	  Sonder	   Head	  GIS	  Unit	  at	  CIMMYT	   International	  Maize	  and	  
Wheat	  Improvement	  
Center,	  CGIAR	  
k.sonder@cgiar.org	  	  
Lisa	  Prowant	   Graduate	  Student	   Fort	  Hayes	  State	  University	   lmprowant@gmail.com	  	  
Brian	  Pickard	   Team	  Leader,	  Emergency	  
Response	  
US	  Environmental	  
Protection	  Agency	  
pickard.brian@epa.gov	  	  
Risper	  Nyairo	   Graduate	  Student;	  	  Gender	  
and	  Social	  Learning	  
Monitoring	  and	  Evaluation	  
Intern	  
International	  Center	  for	  
Research	  in	  Agroforestry	  
r.nyairo@cgiar.org	  	  
Michael	  Stiller	   Researcher	   Agricultural	  Research	  
Council	  
stillerm@arc.agric.za	  	  
Hao	  Wang	   Associate	  Professor	   Peking	  University	   wanghao@pku.edu.cn	  	  
Yeying	  Wang	   	   Chinese	  Academy	  of	  
Science	  
wangyeying0818@163.com	  	  
AgTrials	  
Agbona	  Afolabi	   Data	  analysis	   IITA,	  Nigeria	   a.afolabi@cgiar.org	  	  
Diego	  Obando	   Research	  Associate,	  
Decision	  and	  Policy	  Analysis	  
CIAT	   d.obando@cgiar.org	  	  
Felix	  Farinola	   Farm	  Records	  Manager	   IITA,	  Nigeria	   f.farinola@cgiar.org	  	  
Hernan	  Ceballos	   Plant	  Breeder,	  Cassava	  
Program	  
CIAT	   h.ceballos@cgiar.org	  	  
Jagath	  Kularatne	   AgTrials	  team	   CIAT	   jagathshanthalalk@gmail.com	  	  
Peter	  Kulokaw	   Cassava	  Breeder/Geneticist	   IITA,	  Nigeria	   p.kulakow@cgiar.org	  	  
Patricia	  Moreno	   Scientific	  Support,	  Crop	  and	  
Climate	  Modelling	  team	  
CIAT	   l.p.moreno@cgiar.org	  	  
Rhiannon	  
Crichton	  
Post-­‐doctoral	  Fellow	   Bioversity,	  Montpellier	   r.crichton@cgiar.org	  	  
Robert	  Hijmans	   Professor	   UC	  Davis	   rhijmans@ucdavis.edu	  	  	  
Rhiannan	  Price	   Consultant	   Awhere	  Inc.	   rhiannanprice@awhere.com	  	  
Climate	  Analogues	  
Ahmed	  Salifou	   Secretary	  General	   Association	  Nigérienne	  
pour	  l’Irrigation	  et	  la	  
Drainage	  (ANID),	  Niger	  
salifou_ahmed@yahoo.com	  	  
Aimable	  Gahigi	   Assistant	  Research	  Fellow	   Rwanda	  Agriculture	  Board	   gaimable13@gmail.com	  	  
Highness	  Msuya	   Agricultural	  Research	  
Officer	  
Agricultural	  Research	  
Institute	  Ukiriguru	  
highsimon2006@yahoo.com	  	  
Jared	  Akuku	   Program	  Associate	   World	  Neighbors,	  Kenya	   jakuku@wn.org	  	  
Leila	  Mohamedy	  
Lwiza	  
Agricultural	  Research	  
Officer	  
Tanzania	  Agricultural	  
Research	  Institute	  -­‐	  TANGA	  
leylwiza07@gmail.com	  	  
Maurine	  Ambani	   Climate	  Communication	  
Specialist	  
CARE,	  Kenya	   akasuvu@careclimatechange.org	  	  
Michael	  Okumu	   M&E	  Expert	   Ministry	  of	  Agriculture,	  
Livestock,	  and	  Fisheries	  
michaeldominion@gmail.com	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(MoALF),	  Kenya	  
Muoti	  
Mwangangi	  
Sub-­‐county	  Agricultural	  
Officer	  
Ministry	  of	  Agriculture,	  
Livestock,	  and	  Fisheries	  
(MoALF),	  Kenya	  
daokibwezi@gmail.com	  	  
Paul	  Wagstaff	   Agriculture	  Advisor,	  Social	  
and	  Economic	  
Development	  Unit	  
Concern	  Worldwide,	  UK	   paul.wagstaff@concern.net	  	  
Thomas	  Mawora	   Graduate	  Assistant	   Maseno	  University,	  Kenya	   tmawora@yahoo.com	  	  
Veronica	  Ndetu	   Agricultural	  Advisory	  
Services	  Expert	  
Ministry	  of	  Agriculture,	  
Livestock,	  and	  Fisheries	  
(MoALF),	  Kenya	  
vndetu@yahoo.com	  	  
Other	  stakeholders	  interviewed	  
Liliana	  Paz	   Executive	  Director	   Ecohabitats	  Foundation,	  
Colombia	  
lilianapazb@yahoo.es	  	  
Leida	  Mercado	   Coordinator,	  MAP	  Norway	  
Project	  
CATIE,	  Costa	  Rica	   lmercado@catie.ac.cr	  	  
Joash	  Mango	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Annex	  C.	  Topical	  Outline	  
	  
For	  tool	  developers:	  
1. What	  is	  this	  tool	  designed	  to	  do?	  What	  is	  the	  goal?	  What	  constitutes	  “success”	  in	  terms	  of	  the	  
tool	  or	  data	  set	  (e.g.,	  how	  many	  users,	  types	  of	  users)?	  
2. Who	  is	  the	  intended	  user?	  (possible	  types	  of	  users:	  researchers,	  donors,	  students,	  general	  
public,	  national,	  regional,	  and	  international	  entities)	  
3. What	  do	  users	  do	  with	  the	  data	  or	  maps	  after	  they	  download	  them?	  
4. How	  do	  users	  learn	  how	  to	  use	  the	  online	  tool?	  Are	  trainings	  offered	  or	  are	  there	  online	  
tutorials?	  	  
5. How	  do	  potential	  users	  learn	  about	  this	  site?	  How	  is	  information	  about	  the	  site	  and	  available	  
tools	  disseminated	  to	  different	  types	  of	  potential	  users?	  
6. How	  are	  the	  tools/data	  utilized	  by	  policy-­‐makers?	  (i.e.,	  how	  would	  they	  know	  about	  them,	  how	  
to	  use	  them,	  and	  how	  to	  interpret	  results?)	  	  
7. Are	  CCAFS	  data/tools	  demand-­‐driven?	  (i.e.,	  what	  is	  process	  for	  determining	  what	  types	  of	  
tools/data	  are	  produced?)	  	  
For	  tool	  users:	  	  
1. What	  type	  of	  climate	  information	  do	  you	  need	  for	  your	  work?	  How/where	  do	  you	  access	  it	  (e.g.,	  
websites,	  publications,	  produce	  it	  yourself,	  etc.)?	  
2. Has	  the	  information	  from	  this	  tool/dataset	  set	  been	  helpful	  to	  you?	  (specify	  why/why	  not?)	  If	  not,	  
how	  could	  it	  be	  improved?	  
3. How	  did	  you	  learn	  about	  this	  tool/dataset?	  
4. How	  do	  you	  use	  the	  data/tools	  in	  your	  work	  and	  project	  outcomes?	  
5. How	  did	  you	  learn	  how	  to	  use	  the	  tools/datasets?	  Are	  manuals/training	  guides	  available?	  
6. Has	  use	  of	  CCAFS	  tools/data	  changed	  your	  thinking	  about	  climate	  change?	  Explain	  how	  and	  
why/why	  not.	  
7. Is	  there	  any	  information	  that	  is	  not	  available	  with	  the	  tool/dataset	  that	  would	  be	  useful	  in	  your	  
current	  capacity?	  Describe.	  How/	  where	  do	  you	  currently	  access	  such	  information?	  	  
8. How	  would	  you	  compare	  the	  tools/datasets	  to	  others	  that	  you	  use?	  The	  website	  generally?	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Annex	  D.	  Survey	  Monkey	  Questionnaire	  	  
	  	  	  
Page 1
CCAFS Data/Tools Assessment Survey
1. Personal Information
2. Type of Institution
3. How did you learn about the CCAF tools/data sets? 
  
Demographic Information
*
Name:
Name of Institution: 
Country:
  
Personal Information
*
*
  
Participation
CGIAR
  

Academic/Research
  

Government
  

Donor  agency
  

United  Nations
  

International  Non-­Governmental  Organization
  

Local  Non-­Governmental  Organization
  

Private  business/Consulting
  

Policy  institute
  

Other
  

If  "Other,"  please  specify  
Training/workshop
  

Conference/seminar
  

Internet  browsing
  

Referral  from  my  institution
  

Referral  from  outside  my  institution
  

Other
  

If  "Other,"  please  specify  
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Page 2
CCAFS Data/Tools Assessment Survey
4. I have used at least one CCAFS tool/dataset. 
5. For each tool/dataset you have used, please rate its usefulness.
6. What did you like about the CCAFS tools/databases you have used? 
  
7. What did you not like about the CCAFS tools/databases you have used?
  
*
  
Participation
Excellent Good Fair Poor
Climate  Analogues    
Future  Scenarios    
Downscaled  Climate  Data  
Portal
   
MarkSimGCM    
Gender  and  Climate  
Change  Training  Guide
   
Baseline  Surveys    
Hotspot  Mapping  Report    
Impacts  of  Climate  Change  
(Working  Paper  23)
   
AgTrials    
  
Participation




  
Participation
Yes
  

No
  

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Page 3
CCAFS Data/Tools Assessment Survey
8. Have you used any of the tools/datasets for the following? (Please select all that apply.)
9. In general, the tools/databases are relevant to my field of work, regardless of whether I 
use them or not. 
10. The information provided by CCAFS tools/datasets meets the information needs of 
my organization. 
Policy  
Formulation
Program  
Design
Geographic  
Targeting
Resource  
Allocation
Donor  
Advocacy
Training/  
Instruction
Academic/  
Research
Institutional  
Capacity-­
Building
Institutional  
Collaboration
Climate  Analogues         
Future  Scenarios         
Downscaled  Climate  Data  
Portal
        
MarkSimGCM         
Gender  and  Climate  Change  
Training  Guide
        
Baseline  Surveys         
Hotspot  Mapping  Report         
Impacts  of  Climate  Change  
(Working  Paper  23)
        
AgTrials         
  
Relevance
*
  
Relevance
*
  
Relevance
Please  specify  if  "Other"  
Yes
  

No
  

Yes
  

No
  

Don't  Know
  

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Page 4
CCAFS Data/Tools Assessment Survey
11. The information provided by CCAFS tools/datasets is relevant to senior-­level 
decision makers in my organization.
12. Are CCAFs tools/datasets being used in decision-­making for any of the following? 
(Please select all that apply.)
13. Rate how well the CCAFS tools/datasets have been promoted at each level?
14. How could the CCAFS tools/databases be made more responsive to the information 
needs of decision-­makers?
  
*
  
Relevance
*
*
Excellent Good Fair Poor Don't  Know
Subnational     
National     
Regional     
International     


  
Impact
Yes
  

No
  

Don't  Know
  

Policy  Formulation
  

Program  Design
  

Geographic  Targeting
  

Resource  Allocation
  

Donor  Advocacy
  

Training/Instruction
  

Academic/Research
  

Institutional  Capacity-­Building
  

Institutional  Collaboration
  

Don't  Know
  

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CCAFS Data/Tools Assessment Survey
15. CCAFS tools/datasets have had a positive impact on the use of climate change 
information in food security policy and programming.
16. At what level(s)? (Please select all that apply.)
17. Please provide an example of a policy/program that used information from CCAFS 
tools/datasets.
  
18. CCAFS tools/datasets have had a positive influence on government expenditures 
related to climate change activities (e.g., CSA) for improving food security among 
vulnerable areas/populations.
*
  
Impact


  
Impact
*
  
Impact
Strongly  Agree
  

Slightly  Agree
  

Slightly  Disagree
  

Strongly  Disagree
  

Don't  Know
  

Subnational
  

National
  

Regional
  

International
  

Strongly  Agree
  

Slightly  Agree
  

Slightly  Disagree
  

Strongly  Disagree
  

Don't  Know
  

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Page 6
CCAFS Data/Tools Assessment Survey
19. Is the CCAFS website user-­friendly (e.g., easy to navigate, easy to understand)?
20. How can the CCAFS website be improved?
  
21. Do you have any additional comments on any of the CCAFS tools/databases?
  




Yes
  

No
  

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Annex	  E.	  DSSAT	  Survey	  Questionnaire	  	  
	  Page 1
DSSAT survey
1. Your personal information is optional and kept confidential. 
2. I use MarkSim data as an input for DSSAT.
3. Please rate the usefulness of MarkSim.
4. What features or characteristics of MarkSim do you find useful? 
 
  
5. What could be done to improve the usefulness of MarkSim?
  
6. Do you also use other sources of climate data for your research/work?
  
Personal Information (Optional)
Name:
Title of Position 
Name of Institution:
Email Address:
  
*
  




  
Yes
  

No
  

Excellent
  

Good
  

Fair
  

Poor
  

Don't  Know
  

Yes
  

No
  

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DSSAT survey
7. What alternative source(s) do you use for climate data?
  
8. Why have you not used MarkSim?
  




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